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ABSTRACT
Thriving in College: The Contribution of
Career Services to Student Success
Jodi M. Chowen
Department of Educational Leadership and Foundations, BYU
Doctor of Education
Career services in higher education has a long history of supporting student development
and post-graduation success (American Council on Education, 1937; Rayman, 1999; Dey &
Cruzvergara, 2014). However, there is a dearth of research identifying specific connections
between engagement with career services and student success. College student thriving has been
established in previous studies as positively contributing to traditional measures of college
student success, including intention to persist, grade point average, institutional fit and
satisfaction, and self-reported learning gains (Schreiner, 2013). Examining the relationship of
student experience with career services and thriving provides a new way to evaluate the
contribution of career services work to college student success.
This study utilized the Thriving QuotientTM (Schreiner, 2016), a valid and reliable survey
instrument, with 952 clients of Career Services at Brigham Young University. Three career
services variables included are frequency of interaction, satisfaction, and quality of engagement
with career services. Confirmatory factor analysis established thriving as a second order latent
construct and confirmed other latent pathway variables to thriving in the model. The final model
explains 72.1% of the total variance of student thriving with excellent model fit.
Student experience with career services does not directly contribute to student thriving,
but it does strengthen other thriving-supportive variables. Sense of community and major
certainty has the strongest overall contribution to thriving. Satisfaction with career services has
the largest effect of the career services variables on factors which contribute to thriving:
spirituality, sense of community, major certainty, experience with faculty, feelings of
institutional integrity, and campus involvement. The contribution of student experience with
career services to thriving is indirect, with small to moderate correlations through thriving
pathway variables.
Thriving Quotient scores of various student demographic groups are compared using
independent sample t-tests and one-way ANOVA tests. Students with higher grades and seniors
have higher thriving quotient scores; sophomores have lower scores. No significant differences
are noted for first-generation students or non-white students.

Keywords: higher education, student success, career services, thriving, assessment, student
affairs
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DESCRIPTION OF DISSERTATION STRUCTURE AND CONTENT
This dissertation, Thriving in College: The Contribution of Career Services to Student
Success, is written in a hybrid format supported by Brigham Young University’s McKay School
of Education. A distinguishing feature of a professional doctorate in education is preparing
“scholarly practitioners who blend practical wisdom with professional skills and knowledge to
[address] problems of practice” (Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate, n.d.). The hybrid
dissertation format consists of a scholarly, journal-ready manuscript and supporting appendices.
The manuscript is organized by first introducing the challenge of demonstrating the
impact of career services’ work on student success. The questions guiding the study are outlined
in the statement of purpose and are as follows:
1. Does student experience with career services provide a direct pathway to student
thriving?
2. What relationships exist between student experience with career services and other
thriving pathway variables?
3. Does student experience with career services and do thriving levels vary by student
characteristics such as college grades, first-generation status, gender, class level, and
race?
After the statement of purpose, a background overview is presented of college student
success, thriving, and career services. The methodology for the study is explained, followed by a
description of the findings and discussion of the results. The discussion is organized by first
addressing the three questions posed for the study and additional insights are presented. The
appendices include an extended review of the literature, an extended methodology, a
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comprehensive reference section, a copy of the survey instrument, and the institutional review
board (IRB) documentation.
The targeted journal for this article is the Journal of College Student Development
(JCSD). The JCSD was founded in 1959 and is the official journal for the American College
Personnel Association. The JCSD publishes six times annually and is the largest research journal
for student affairs in higher education. This article will be submitted for consideration as a
feature article. Feature articles are 30 pages in length or less, including references, tables, and
figures. Among other areas of interest, feature articles address topics including administrative
issues, improvement of student services, and student success. Articles may draw upon original or
replicated research and may utilize quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods. With a
practitioner’s focus, this article provides insights to student services, student success and is
therefore suited for the Journal of College Student Development.
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Introduction
Career services in higher education has a long history of helping students prepare for
their vocation but demonstrating impact on institutional goals has remained elusive. The work of
career services traces its roots to the foundations of student affairs; “vocational counseling” was
one of the many articulated responsibilities for “student personnel officers” (American Council
on Education [ACE], 1937). The evolution of career work in higher education has mirrored
changing demands and expectations in student affairs, and with these shifts have come
challenges in how to demonstrate measurable outcomes (Bowman, 2013; Calhoun, 1996;
Dressel, 1973; Love, 1995). Career services’ priorities have evolved from matching students to
vocations; showing student developmental gains; reporting satisfaction with services received,
and student attainment of learning outcomes (Dey & Cruzvergara, 2014). Career services
practitioners have taken on additional responsibilities over the past two decades to increase
student participation in experiential learning, improve first destination outcomes after graduation,
and most recently, a charge to improve student social mobility (Contomanolis et al., 2015; Dey
& Cruzvergara, 2019). Career services practitioners have had a challenge for decades to show the
impact of their work. Demonstrating impact and outcomes is especially needed in today’s datadriven environment to justify university expenditures and to show alignment with institutional
priorities (Reardon et al., 1979; Vinson et al., 2014).
Career practitioners come to the profession from a variety of backgrounds, previous roles,
and industry experience. Most career practitioners have strong soft skills which are necessary for
effective, student-career coaching work in which they are engaged (National Association of
Colleges and Employers, 2017). The increasing frequency of data-related content in professional
career conferences and publications reflect a growing imperative for career professionals to
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deepen their facility with data. Simple counts of student participation in events or numbers of
students served are no longer sufficient. Thought leaders in career services have encouraged
career practitioners to lean into more sophisticated approaches of assessment and evaluation to
demonstrate contribution to university goals (Contomanolis et al., 2015; Contomanolis, 2014).
Positive psychology emerged at the beginning of the 21st century, influencing researchers
in higher education to begin exploring the intersection of flourishing and well-being with
traditional measures of college student success, such as retention, grades, and graduation (Bean
& Eaton, 2001; Haidt, 2003; Seligman, 2011). Schreiner (2010a) developed an instrument to
assess college student thriving, called the Thriving QuotientTM. Schreiner defined thriving as
“being fully engaged intellectually, socially, and emotionally” in the college experience (2010a,
p. 4). Thriving in college encompasses student engagement markers such as academic
achievement and engagement in purposeful educational activities (Kuh et al., 2017) as well as
components of flourishing: optimism, resilience, social relationships, and connection to
community (Seligman, 2011). Studies utilizing the Thriving Quotient TM have established
significant and positive correlations between high levels of thriving and traditional academic
success markers, including increased grade point average, intent to graduate, institutional fit,
satisfaction, and learning gains (Schreiner, 2013, 2015, 2016; Schreiner et al., 2009).
Measuring holistic student success is a relatively new endeavor in higher education and
uncharted territory for career services offices. Given the evolving demands placed on career
services, career service practitioners need to connect their activities and reporting with
institutional priorities, including markers such as retention, progression, and graduation.
Evaluating student thriving through the Thriving QuotientTM provides quantitative means for
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career services and other educational support units to demonstrate impact on student well-being,
engagement, and traditional academic success.
The purpose of this study is to evaluate the contribution of student experience with career
services to student thriving in college. Three questions guided this study:
1. Does student experience with career services provide a direct pathway to student thriving?
2. What relationships exist between student experience with career services and other thriving
pathway variables?
3. Does student experience with career services and do thriving levels vary by student
characteristics such as college grades, first-generation status, gender, class level, and race?
This study will contribute to the literature by exploring the impact of student engagement
with career services to student thriving and pathways to thriving.
Background
Key areas of research provided insight to this study, including college student success,
thriving, and the evolution of career services. A brief review of the expectations and definitions
of college student success is presented, followed by an overview of previous thriving research,
the development of the thriving construct, and definitions. The thriving section concludes with
descriptions of several factors which have been established as contributing to thriving. The
evolution of career services in higher education is discussed with its shifting demands and the
accompanying challenge to show consistent impact over time.
College Student Success
Most Americans believe post-secondary education is a good investment to teach workrelated knowledge and skills, and to help individuals grow personally and intellectually (Taylor
et al., 2011). Institutions and accreditation bodies have traditionally defined student success
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through performance and efficiency metrics such as student persistence, completion, retention,
and postgraduation success (Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities, 2020).
Institutional assessment experts have recently suggested adding equity metrics to track success
by academic preparation, economic status, first-generation status, program of study, race, gender,
and age (Fingerson & Troutman, 2019). Student success researchers have also broadened
understanding of student success beyond intellectual learning to include factors which contribute
to psychological, social, moral, and spiritual growth and engagement in the college environment.
One study found “academic success” was often used interchangeably with “student success” in
educational research (York et al., 2015, p. 4). Among other conclusions, York et al. noted that
“grades and GPA are not always accurate measures of learning or growth in cognitive
capabilities” (p. 9). Scholars of college student engagement defined college student success as:
an undergraduate experience marked by academic achievement, engagement in
educationally purposeful activities, satisfaction, persistence, attainment of educational
objectives, and acquisition of desired learning outcomes that prepare one to live an
economically self-sufficient, civically responsible, and rewarding life. (Kuh et al., 2006,
p. 7)
Kuh and other researchers have made the case that postsecondary education contributes
to higher levels of learning, personal development, and a thriving citizenry (Kuh et al., 2017).
Holistic student success encompasses traditional academic success metrics as well as dimensions
of student well-being in personal development, engagement with their environment, and thriving.
The challenge accompanying the evolution and expansion of student success to include thriving
is identifying widely recognized definitions which will provide boundaries for scientific inquiry
(Brown et al., 2017).

5
Thriving in College
Positive psychology emerged as a new branch of psychology at the beginning of the 21st
century, focused on understanding positive human functioning and identification of interventions
which contribute to thriving for individuals, families, and communities (Seligman, 2011).
Equipped with a lens of positive psychology, educational researchers examined the intersection
of learning and achievement with well-being markers such as sense of community, flourishing,
and thriving in elementary, secondary, and post-secondary environments (Allen & Bowles, 2012;
Cherkowski & Walker, 2014; Kibe & Boniwell, 2015; Noble & McGrath, 2008, 2013). Positive
psychology studies specific to higher education have examined the intersection of flourishing in
college and levels of student engagement as measured in the National Survey of Student
Engagement (NSSE; Ambler, 2006); social integration and well-being in the first year (Bowman,
2010; Wilcox et al., 2005); and thriving among Mexican/Mexican American college students
(Morgan Consoli et al., 2016; Samura, 2016). Several researchers have focused on the positive
effects of fostering belonging in college (Ahn & Davis, 2020; Nunn, 2021; Strayhorn, 2018).
Researchers have examined the intersection of positive psychology on college student
development in relation to student success, intellectual development, personal growth, leadership
development, social relationships, and spiritual development (Wade et al., 2015). Additionally,
positive psychology researchers have identified practices which create positive environments in
the college classroom and campus culture. As the thriving literature continues to expand,
scholars have suggested the importance of conceptualizing a common framework which can be
utilized and refined (Brown et al., 2017).
Schreiner developed a college student thriving construct informed by the intersection of
flourishing, college student retention and student success theories (Bean & Eaton, 2001; Haidt,
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2003; Schreiner, 2013, 2016). College student thriving includes and is defined by five
dimensions across academic, psychological, and social engagement domains.
Academic Thriving
Engaged learning and academic determination comprise a student’s academic or
intellectual engagement (Schreiner, 2010b). Engaged learners are active participants and connect
current learning with previous knowledge and future goals (Schreiner, 2010b, 2016). Academic
determination includes dimensions of self-management, such as investment and regulation of
one’s learning processes, effort, time, resources, and strengths toward achieving meaningful
educational goals (Schreiner, 2010b, 2013, 2016).
Psychological Thriving
Positive perspective is evidence of a student’s psychological or emotional engagement
(Schreiner, 2010a). Positive perspective reflects a student’s orientation towards optimism,
positive emotion, and confidence in the future. Students with positive perspective see negative
events as learning opportunities that do not define them and as a result, they tend to be more
satisfied with their college experience (Schreiner, 2010a; 2013).
Social Thriving
Social connectedness and diverse citizenship reflect areas of social engagement
(Schreiner, 2010c). Social connectedness represents the degree to which students experience
positive and supportive interactions with others, including peers and representatives of the
university community (Schreiner, 2010c, 2013, 2016). Diverse citizenship captures two
dimensions: student openness to individuals with diverse perspectives and a desire to engage
with the world (Schreiner, 2016). Students who identify with diverse citizenship have an interest
in others and they find ways to make a difference (Schreiner, 2010c, 2013).
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Researchers who have utilized the Thriving QuotientTM have identified eight factors
which have emerged as consistently contributing to thriving: campus involvement, major
certainty, student-faculty interaction, student-faculty satisfaction, faculty sensitivity to diverse
perspectives, spirituality, sense of community, and institutional integrity (Keetch, 2021;
Schreiner, 2013, 2016, 2018). These eight contributing factors are known as pathways to
thriving.
Of particular interest to educational support professionals, thriving researchers have
identified co-curricular supports or services which have been shown to contribute to student
thriving: on-campus residency (Seppelt, 2016); faculty, family, and peer advocates (Dy, 2017);
mentoring (Sparks, 2017); supports for high-risk students (Tharp, 2017); using a strengths
intervention (Jaworski, 2018); satisfaction with financial aid or financial difficulty (Conn, 2019);
co-curricular involvement (Vetter et al., 2019); involvement in a first-year experience workshop
(Capin, 2019); and satisfaction with academic advising (Keetch, 2021).
Previous thriving studies have also identified distinctive pathways of thriving for various
student demographics: for students of color (Allen, 2018; Ash & Schreiner, 2016; McIntosh,
2012; Schreiner, 2014); for students on faith-based campuses (Derrico et al., 2015); for LGBTQ
students (Slater, 2019); for student socioeconomic status (Romero, 2016); and year in school
(Schreiner, 2018; Young et al., 2015).
The thriving dimensions capture in modern vernacular several of the expressed goals
outlined in the foundational imperatives in student affairs work, which assert duties to help
students to “succeed in studies” and “[progress] toward appropriate vocational goals,” to develop
“individuality and responsibility,” to experience “a sense of belonging,” to understand self, to
use emotions, and learn “to live with others” (ACE, 1949, pp. 5-7). Thriving encapsulates
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aspects of college student development, engagement, and success which have been at the heart of
student affairs work since its inception.
Career Services
Career services in higher education was originally established in response to a need for
providing students vocational guidance and placement assistance (ACE, 1937, 1949). Several
factors have influenced changes in focus for career services: advances in the economy; pressures
from within the institution and across higher education; the advancement of student development
theories; employer, faculty, and student needs and expectations. While supporting student postgraduation success has remained a primary focus for career services for several decades, other
industry and institutional expectations have demanded the attention of career practitioners. Some
of these aspirations have included providing support for student career development with
identifiable learning outcomes, student completion of educational goals, preparing students for
life-long career transitions, collaborating with institutional leaders, faculty, and other
constituents, and using technology to effectively scale services (Council for the Advancement of
Standards in Higher Education [CASE], 2019; Dey & Cruzvergara, 2019; Podany, 2018;
Rayman, 1999).
Several student and career development theories emerged in the latter portion of the 20th
century which heavily influenced the work of career services for several decades. Vocational
development of the life span was introduced in the 1950’s (Super, 1980), followed by personality
and work environment (Holland, 1958, 1997), personality theory (Myers, 1962), young adult
development (Chickering & Reisser, 1969, 1993), social learning theory (Krumboltz et al.,
1976), self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986), career decision-making (Peterson et al., 1991), and planned
happenstance theory (Mitchell et al., 1999). Career development theories are foundational to
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career counseling and student development. Today, career services practitioners can demonstrate
proficiency in student development theory through certifications in various assessment tools and
the practitioner’s understanding and ability to guide students through developmental milestones.
While valuable, theory competency alone falls short in connecting student development to
traditional college success metrics such as retention, grade point average, and graduation.
Career researchers and industry leaders have called on practitioners to demonstrate value
and impact by working more strategically with academic partners (Dey & Cruzvergara, 2014,
2019; Podany, 2018; Rayman, 1999; Vinson et al., 2014), focusing on and measuring student
skill development (Collins, 2016), and by specifically serving underrepresented student
populations (Dey & Cruzvergara, 2019; Podany, 2018). Traditional measures of career services
effectiveness have typically included effective program and service delivery, student satisfaction
with services, student learning or professional skill development, or first destination outcomes
after graduation. In recent years, thoughtful changes in organizational alignment of career
services with academic affairs, experiential learning, alumni relations, academic advising, or
direct connection to senior leadership has provided strategic avenues for collaboration (Dey &
Cruzvergara, 2014). However, an elusive question for career service practitioners continues to be
identifying the metrics which will demonstrate the greatest value to their institution. Providing
data which supports the institutional mission has become essential to providing a compelling
case for the value of career services (Collins, 2016; Contomanolis et al., 2015).
The college student success literature emphasizes the importance of identifying
measurable and meaningful outcomes. The growing body of research in thriving demonstrates
the connection between student well-being and traditional student success outcomes.
Additionally, thriving research has identified several benefits of fostering and measuring thriving
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as its own desired end for college students (Schreiner, 2010a, 2010b, 2010c, 2013, 2016). Career
service practitioners have had to shift with the changing imperatives in their field and reporting
the effectiveness of their work continues to evolve. Examining the impact of career services on
student thriving, as defined by the Thriving QuotientTM, provides a quantitative means to
examine the impact of career services on student success, which is core to the institutional
mission in higher education.
Methods
This study was conducted at Brigham Young University (BYU), a faith-based, four-year,
private institution primarily comprised of undergraduate, full-time students. Students were
surveyed at a time when most were attending college in isolation due to a pandemic. Aside from
in-person engagements which took place prior to the onset of the pandemic, most of the student
engagement with career services happened virtually.
This study utilized a survey to capture data and evaluate the contribution of student
experience with career services to college student thriving. An outline of the Thriving
QuotientTM survey instrument is introduced, followed by a description of the career services
variables utilized in the survey. An overview of the sample for the study will be described with
the quantitative statistical methods employed.
The Thriving QuotientTM
The Thriving QuotientTM is the foundational survey instrument used in this study. The
Thriving QuotientTM is comprised of 24 items with a six-point Likert scale, ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree), which measure the five domains of thriving: engaged
learning, academic determination, positive perspective, diverse citizenship, and social
connectedness. Nineteen Likert-scale items measure the pathway variables which lead to
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thriving: psychological sense of community, spirituality, institutional integrity, campus
involvement, major certainty, frequency of interaction with faculty, satisfaction with faculty, and
interaction with faculty with diverse perspectives. Eighteen Likert-scale items, ranging from 1 =
never to 6 = frequently and 1 = very dissatisfied to 6 = very satisfied assess the frequency and
satisfaction of engagement outside of the classroom with advisors and fellow students. Twenty
items capture demographic information and self-reported levels of thriving. Table 5 provides a
sample of the items utilized in the survey to measure the pathway variables.
Career Services Variables
Nine career services questions were added to the Thriving QuotientTM, each with a sixpoint Likert scale, to capture interactions with career services. Three questions captured the
frequency of engagement, the method of engagement, and student satisfaction. Six questions
were posed to capture the quality of career services engagement, with a focus on specific aspects
of an interpersonal interaction: the practitioner’s competency; the practitioner provided helpful
information; showed concern; helped the student achieve goals; helped the student understand
next steps; and increased student feeling supported at the institution. From these nine questions,
three career variables were included in the final model of this study: a frequency of interaction, a
latent career services engagement variable, and a satisfaction with career services.
Study Sample
The students surveyed for this study were selected randomly from the population of
students who engaged with career services in 2020. A common rule of thumb for structural
equation modeling (SEM) is to have at least 5 to 10 responses per survey item (Worthington &
Whittaker, 2006). The Thriving Quotient TM and career services items totaled 90 items on the
survey, which meant a minimum of 450 to 900 responses were needed to sufficiently power the
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structural equation model for this study. A total of 4,511 students were randomly selected from a
career services client population of 9,958, in anticipation of a 10 – 20% response rate. A total of
952 responses and 874 complete responses reflected a 21% response rate, which provided a near
10:1 ratio of responses per survey item. The data were comprised of items with responses on a
continuous Likert-scale (1-6).
The demographic breakdown for the respondents can be seen in Table 1. Small
differences are noted from the random sample and the response group: females and white
students were more represented in the response group. Males, freshmen, juniors, students who
reported more than one ethnicity, and first-generation college students were less represented in
the response group. The remaining response groups were less than three percentage points from
the sample group.
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Table 1
Completed Student Responses by Demographics
Student Demographic
Categories
Gender
Female
Male
Total
Class Level
Graduate Students
Seniors
Juniors
Sophomores
Freshmen
Unlisted
Total
Race

African Am./Black
Am. Indian/Alaskan
Asian/Asian Am.
White
Latino/Hispanic
Multiethnic
Na. Hawaiin/Pac. Is.
Other
Unlisted
Total

First Generation
First Generation
Cont. Generation
Unknown
Total
College Grades
Mostly A’s
Mostly A’s and B’s
Mostly B’s
Mostly B’s and C’s
Mostly C’s
Below a C average
Total

BYU Populationa

Client Population Sample

Sample Responseb

17638 (51%)
17099 (49%)
34737 (100%)

2331 (52%)
2180 (48%)
4511 (100%)

525 (60%)
349 (40%)
874 (100%)

3110
11731
7134
5916
6846

(9%)
(34%)
(20%)
(17%)
(20%)
34747 (100%)

295 (7%)
2357 (52%)
855 (19%)
632 (14%)
321 (7%)
51 (<1%)
4511 (100%)

90 (10%)
436 (50%)
209 (24%)
113 (13%)
26 (3%)
874 (100%)

199
76
1086
28324
2911
1505
262

(<1%)
(<1%)
(3%)
(81%)
(8%)
(4%)
(<1%)
34363 (99%)

41
14
215
3576
133
433
31
16
52
4511

(<1%)
(<1%)
(5%)
(79%)
(3%)
(10%)
(<1%)
(<1%)
(<1%)
(100%)

3
6
46
730
36
24
3
10
10
868

(<1%)
(<1%)
(5%)
(84%)
(4%)
(3%)
(<1%)
(1%)
(1%)
(100%)

3852 (12%)c
27775 (88%)
31627 (100%)

573
3936
2
4511

(13%)
(87%)
(<1%)
(100%)

62
812

(7%)
(93%)
(100%)

874
393
329
90
43
12
2
869

(45%)
(38%)
(10%)
(5%)
(1%)
(<1%)
(100%)

Note. aBYU Fall 2021 enrollment (BYU, 2022a). bPercentages are calculated from the total of
completed survey responses for each item. cBYU population first generation count only includes
undergraduate students.
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Data Analysis
Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were utilized to develop the career services
engagement variable and to confirm each of the thriving domains, pathway variables, and
thriving as a second-order latent construct as established in previous studies. Structural equation
modeling (SEM) was the primary means of analysis utilized to examine the relationship between
the three career services variables with thriving and with other thriving pathway variables. The
relationships between various student demographics with the three career services variables,
pathways variables, and thriving were also examined. Independent-samples t-tests, one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests, and SEM were utilized to explore thriving quotient
differences for students with various demographic characteristics.
Findings
The focus of this study was to evaluate the contribution of experience with career
services to student thriving, as defined by Schreiner’s thriving framework. Several findings from
the study are outlined in this section. First, thriving was established as a latent construct.
Structural equation modeling was utilized to explore the direct, indirect, and total effects of the
career services variables with other variables in the model and on thriving. Thriving QuotientTM
scores were calculated and compared by student demographic characteristics. The findings from
the structural equation model, independent sample t-tests, and ANOVA tests are discussed in this
section according to the research questions posed by the study:
1. Does student experience with career services provide a direct pathway to student thriving?
2. What relationships exist between student experience with career services and other thriving
pathway variables?
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3. Does student experience with career services and thriving levels vary by student
characteristics such as college grades, first-generation status, gender, class level, and race?
Thriving QuotientTM
SEM model fit for this study was evaluated by using four fit indices: the root-meansquare error of approximation (RMSEA), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), the comparative fit
index (CFI), and standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR). RMSEA accounts for the
degrees of freedom, sample size, and model complexity and provides a measure of close fit when
the value is <.05 (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). A value of SRMR is considered good fit if
< .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). TLI and CFI may be used to compare models or compare a proposed
model with a null model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). An acceptable baseline for TLI and CFI
is >.90, but Hu and Bentler (1999) have recommended raising the minimum threshold of .95
(Wang & Wang, 2019). For this study, the threshold SEM model indices used are: RMSEA <
.05; SRMR <.08; and TLI and CFI > .95.
In previous thriving studies, the thriving construct has been established as a second order,
latent variable comprised of five, first-order latent domains of thriving: engaged learning,
academic determination, diverse citizenship, positive perspective, and social connectedness
(Schreiner, 2016). The data in this study did have model fit for thriving as a second-order, latent
construct. However, two previous studies (Keetch, 2021; Slater, 2019) and this study found good
model fit for thriving as a first-order, latent construct by utilizing the means of the five thriving
domains as factor scales (χ2 (4) = 38.638; p < 001; CFI = .967; TLI = .917; RMSEA = .097;
SRMR = .030). The differences in factor loadings and coefficients between the two models were
negligible and only one small but significant direct pathway to thriving emerged for the latent
variable psychological sense of community in the non-means model. The overall contribution to
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thriving from psychological sense of community did not change between the two models, so the
model using means was utilized for convenience. The mean factor scales for the five thriving
domains produced strong standardized factor loadings and acceptable internal consistency (α =
.743; see Table 2).
Table 2
Thriving as a First-Order Latent Variable
Factor and Survey Itemsa
Thriving

Factor Loadings

Engaged Learning mean
Active participation in the learning process; connects
current learning with pervious knowledge and future goals

.601

Academic Determination mean
Investment and regulation of effort, time, resources, and
strengths toward achieving educational goals

.707

Diverse Citizenship mean
Engagement with the world; openness to diversity and a
desire to make a difference

.628

Positive Perspective mean
Realistic optimism, positive emotions; able to envision
future success; understand and apply personal strengths

.656

Social Connectedness mean
Health interactions with others; perceive relationships as
supportive

.492

Internal Consistency
.743

Note. aSix-point scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree.
Thriving quotient scores were calculated to examine differences in thriving by student
demographic characteristics. The thriving quotient score for the entire sample was estimated by
computing an overall mean combined from each of the domain variables. The overall thriving
quotient mean for the sample was 4.496 (SD = .5521), which reflected a combined rating of
thriving precisely between “4 = somewhat agree” and “5 = agree.” The national Thriving
QuotientTM mean during 2020-2021 was 4.54 (Schreiner, personal communication, April 18,
2022). Prior to the pandemic, the national mean was 4.65.
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Thriving quotient scores for students by first generation status, gender, and race were
compared within each demographic group through independent sample t-tests. One-way
ANOVA tests provided a comparison for thriving quotients by class level and college grades
(Table 3).
Table 3
Thriving Quotient Scores by Student Demographics
Thriving Factors
Overall Thriving quotient mean

N
917

Meana
4.496

Std. dev.
.5521

First generation students
Non-first generation students

62
812

4.491
4.508

.6699
.5410

Gender
Male
Female

349
525

4.441
4.527

.5816
.5269

Race
White students
Non-white students

730
124

4.491
4.516

.5352
.6110

Class Level
Seniors
Graduate students
Juniors
Sophomores
Freshmen

436
90
209
113
26

4.543
4.578***
4.434
4.347***
4.444

.5290
.5959
.5290
.5578
.5942

College Grads
Mostly A’s
Mostly A’s and B’s
Mostly B’s
Mostly B’s and C’s
Mostly C’s
Below a C average

393
329
90
43
2
2

4.599
4.481***
4.318***
4.083***
4.011***
4.833

.4955
.5401
.5681
.7138
.5766
.4478

Note. aSix-point scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Thriving quotient scores for females emerged slightly higher than those of males and
were significant. Graduate students had a significant and higher thriving quotient than seniors,
and sophomores had a significant and lower thriving quotient than seniors. Thriving quotient
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score differences between seniors and both freshmen and juniors were not significant. While
several significant differences in thriving quotient scores have been noted, the magnitude of
these differences were small as all the student thriving quotients fell between “4 = somewhat
agree” and “5 = agree” on the thriving scale.
A decline in self-reported grades corresponded with a decline in thriving quotients,
except for the lowest grade cohort. Students who had less than mostly A’s had a significant
difference in their thriving quotient compared to all other student groups except for the lowest
grade cohort. Students who reported below a C average reported the highest thriving quotient,
however, this cohort had a low n (n = 2) therefore their results are not significant or reliable.
Significant differences in thriving quotients also emerged between students who reported mostly
A’s and B’s and students who reported mostly B’s and C’s and C’s. Reviewing all the student
demographic variables, the largest variation in thriving quotient scores correlated with grades.
Students with lower grades aligned closer to “4 = somewhat agree” in terms of their thriving.
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to examine the relationships of the three
career services variables with thriving and other variables in the model. The final structural
equation model explained 72.1% of the total variance of student thriving with excellent model fit
(χ2 (583) = 1475.376; p < 001; CFI = .953; TLI = .947; RMSEA = .041; SRMR = .044). The
correlational pathways between the variables can be seen in Figure 1.
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Figure 1
Final Structural Equation Model of Career Services and Thriving

Table 4 summarizes the direct, indirect, and total effects of the career services variables,
pathway variables, and student characteristics variables on thriving.
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Table 4
Standardized Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects on Thriving
Item
Career Services Effect on Thriving
Career Services Satisfaction
Career Services Engagement (quality)
Career Services Frequency of Interaction

Variable Name

Direct

CS_SAT
CS_QUAL
CS_FREQ

Pathway Effects on Thriving
Psychological Sense of Community
Major Certainty
Spirituality
Faculty with Diverse Perspectives
Institutional Integrity
Faculty Satisfaction (quant. & qual.)
Campus Involvement
Faculty Interaction (type & method)

PSC
MJR_SRE
SPIR
FAC_DIV
INTEGRITY
FAC_SAT
CAMPUS
FAC_INT

Student Characteristics Effect on Thriving
College Grades
Class Level – Senior
Non-white students
First Generation students
Female students

COLGRDS
LEVEL_SR
RACE_NONWH
FIRSTGEN
FEMALE

.314***
.389***
.226***
.168***
.127***

.097***
.082***
.014***
.013
.002

Indirect

Total

.296***
.136***
.108***

.296
.136
.108

.426***
.112***

.426
.426
.389
.318
.226
.221
.127
.117

.318***
.053
.117***
.208***
.072***

.305
.154
.014
.013
.002

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Career Services and Thriving
The first question of this study asked if student experience with career services created a
direct pathway to student thriving. Student experience with career services was measured
through three variables: frequency of interaction, career services engagement, and student
satisfaction. The latent career services engagement variable was affirmed through a confirmatory
factor analysis with excellent factor loadings and internal consistency (χ2 (9) = 467.429; p < 001;
CFI = .955; TLI = .925; RMSEA = .240; SRMR = .001; α = .985; see Figure 2).
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Figure 2
Final CFA Model for Career Services Engagement Latent Variable

Hypothesized pathways from the career services variables to thriving and pathway
variables were tested. In the final structural equation model, none of the three career services
variables had a direct correlation to thriving. However, each had statistically significant, indirect
contributions to thriving through other pathway variables in the model. Satisfaction with career
services had the largest total contribution to student thriving of the three career services variables
with a moderate and indirect overall contribution (β = .296, p < .001). Engagement with career
services emerged with a highly significant, but small and indirect overall contribution to student
thriving (β = .136, p < .001). The frequency with which students interacted with career services
had a small and indirect overall contribution to student thriving (β = .108, p < .001).
Thriving Pathway Variables and Career Services
Previous thriving research has established five latent variables which contribute directly
to thriving, also termed as pathway variables: spirituality, satisfaction with faculty, sense of
community, sense of institutional integrity, and campus involvement. Through confirmatory

22
factor analysis, each of these latent variables were confirmed with excellent, good, and
acceptable internal consistency (see Table 5).
Table 5
Pathway Latent Variables
Factor and Survey Itemsa
Spirituality
My spiritual or religious beliefs:
Provide me with a sense of strength when life is difficult
Give meaning and purpose to my life
Are the foundation of my approach to life

Factor
Loadings
.909
.942
.872

Satisfaction with faculty
Amount of contact you have had with professors this year
Quality of interaction with professors so far this year

.795
.850

Sense of community
I feel like I belong here
Being a student here fills an important need in my life
I feel proud of the university I have chosen to attend
There is a strong sense of community on this campus

.795
.750
.818
.668

Sense of institutional integrity
My experiences on this campus so far have met my expectations
The institution was accurately portrayed during admissions
Overall, the actions of faculty, staff, and administrators on this campus are
consistent with the mission of the institution
Campus involvement
Participated in campus organizations
Attended campus events or activities

Internal
Consistency
.936

.884
.800
.715

.856
.825

.763

.848

.844

.827

Note. aSix-point scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree.
Each of the latent pathway variables emerged with significant overall correlations to
student thriving: spirituality (β = .389, p < .001); institutional integrity (β = .226, p < .001);
satisfaction with faculty (β = .168, p < .001); sense of and campus involvement (β = .127, p <
.001). Sense of community had the strongest overall contribution to thriving (β = .426, p < .001).
Three observed variables also had direct correlations to thriving in this study. Major
certainty had a strong overall contribution to thriving (β = .426, p < .001), followed by college
grades (β = .305, p < .001), and senior class standing (β = .154, p < .001).
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The second question in this study explored the relationship between student experience
with three career services variables and other thriving pathway variables in the model. Of the
three career services variables, student satisfaction with career services had the strongest
relationships with other variables in the model. Satisfaction with career services had a moderate
indirect contribution to thriving (β = .296, p < .001), through a strong relationship with student
perception of faculty with diverse perspectives (β = .421, p < .001), and moderate relationships
with student faculty satisfaction (β = .267, p < .001) and major certainty (β = .243, p < .001).
Career services engagement had a small and indirect contribution to thriving (β = .136,
p < .001) through three pathway variables. Career services engagement directly correlated with
sense of community (β = .296, p < .001), a variable with the largest total contribution to thriving
in this model (β = .426, p < .001). Career services engagement had a strong relationship with
satisfaction with career services (β = .475, p < .001), and a small, negative relationship with
student perception of faculty with diverse perspectives (β = -.109, p < .01).
Frequency of interaction with career services had a small and indirect contribution to
thriving (β = .108, p < .001) through three variables. Frequency of interaction with career
services had a moderate correlation with campus involvement (β = .240, p < .001) and a small
correlation with student faculty interaction (β = .156, p < .001), both of which are direct
contributors to thriving. Frequency of interaction with career services also had a moderate
correlation with the career services engagement (β = .439, p < .001).
Career Services and Student Characteristics
A third question posed for this study sought to explore student experience with career
services and thriving by various student demographic characteristics. Student characteristics
examined in this study included college grades, first-generation status, gender, class level, and
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race. The independent t-test and ANOVA analyses indicated significant differences in thriving
quotient means for females, seniors, sophomores, and students by college grades. The structural
equation model affirmed these differences and other significant correlations.
In the SEM model, significant differences emerged among student groups for frequency
of interaction with career services. Students of color engaged more frequently with career
services than their peers (β = .132, p < .01). Female students engaged less frequently with career
services (β = -.194, p < .001). However, female students who engaged with career services rated
the quality of the engagement more positively than other students (β = .073, p < .05). Female
students also had a small, positive correlation with institutional integrity (β = .056, p < .05).
First-generation students did not have significant correlations with any of the career
services variables, indicating similar levels of experience with career services as with their
continuing generation peers. First-generation students did have a slight correlation to faculty
with diverse perspectives (β = .077, p < .01) and a small, negative correlation with institutional
integrity (β = -.051, p < .05).
Seniors had a positive correlation with frequency of interaction with career services
compared to their peers (β = .103, p < .01). Other positive correlations for seniors emerged with
faculty interaction (β = .119, p < .001) and major certainty (β = .110, p < .001). Status as a senior
had a small but significant total correlation to thriving in this model (β = .082, p < .01).
Students’ college grades emerged as the student demographic variable with the highest
number of correlations with other variables in this thriving model. College grades had a
moderate and significant overall correlation to thriving, which was the largest contribution to
thriving from any of the student demographic variable (β = .097, p < .01). However, no
correlations emerged between college grades and the career services variables, suggesting
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student grades do not impact student frequency, quality of engagement, or satisfaction with
career services. Students’ college grades correlated positively with several variables in order of
magnitude: with major certainty (β = .252, p < .001), sense of community (β = .119, p < .01),
faculty interaction (β = .085, p < .05), faculty with diverse perspectives (β = .083, p < .05), and
satisfaction with faculty (β = .060, p < .05).
The analysis of the data showed that student experience with career services did not
directly contribute to student thriving. However, significant correlational relationships did
emerge between the career services variables and thriving pathway variables in the model.
Additionally, insightful relationships emerged between the student demographic characteristics
and experiences with career services and with overall thriving.
Discussion
This study explored a new means to evaluate the effectiveness of career services in
relation to holistic student success. Testing the thriving construct was not an explicitly stated
purpose of this study. However, this study adds to the body of thriving literature by confirming
the thriving framework, pathway variables, and the contributive relationships of career service
variables to the model. Three questions posed at the outset were answered. First, student
experience with career services did not directly contribute to student thriving, but it did
contribute indirectly. Second, student experience with career services did have significant
relationships with pathway variables which contributed directly to thriving. And third, student
experience with career services and thriving did vary by certain student demographic
characteristics. Because student experiences with career services did not directly correlate to
thriving, the remainder of the discussion will examine noteworthy relationships between the
career services variables and thriving pathway variables in the model. The thriving pathway
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variables provide areas of opportunity for career practitioners to examine potential integration
points into current practice. Review of the variances which emerged for various student
demographic groups with career services and Thriving QuotientTM scores provides additional
avenues to examine specific supports for increased student engagement and success.
Satisfaction With Career Services
Student satisfaction with career services was the largest career variable contributing to
thriving through student-faculty satisfaction, student perception of faculty with diverse
perspectives, student major certainty, and spirituality. Each of these variables contribute to a
student’s sense of belonging.
Faculty Variables
Student satisfaction with career services had significant relationships with student-faculty
satisfaction and perceptions of faculty with diverse perspectives. Student-faculty satisfaction
contributed directly to thriving in this study and in other recent thriving studies (Keetch, 2021;
Schreiner, 2018; Slater, 2019; Vetter, 2018). Student perception of faculty with diverse
perspectives had a strong contribution to student-faculty satisfaction in this study and has also
been found to have a magnifying effect on thriving for students of color (Schreiner, Martinez, et
al., 2020).
Positive interactions with faculty have significant impact on a student’s sense of
community and feelings of institutional integrity, both of which are thriving pathway variables
(Schreiner, Martinez, et al., 2020). Sense of community occurs when students experience
belonging, positive emotional connection, and partnership with members of the university
community (Schreiner, 2013). Institutional integrity occurs when students perceive their
institution “demonstrates a strong commitment to their welfare” and students in turn
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“become motivated to establish membership in the social communities of their college or
university (Braxton et al., 2004, p. 73). Sense of community and institutional integrity are
associated with students who believe the university is committed to their success (Schreiner,
2016).
Students who have a high degree of satisfaction in their engagement with career
personnel and faculty are affirming positive perceptions of institutional integrity and sense of
belonging, which aligns with the mission and aims of BYU. BYU aspires to educate students
across spiritual, academic, psychological, and social domains. Students, faculty, and staff are
routinely reminded of the unique mission of the institution in campus devotionals, annual
university conference meetings, and in assessment efforts. The university community is
encouraged to support students beyond traditional academic needs and to provide educational
experiences that are “spiritually strengthening, intellectually enlarging, and character building,”
which lead to “life-long learning and service” (Brigham Young University, 2022c, Aims of a
BYU Education section). The institutional mission is a foundational theme for the university
community and is an influencing factor in student perceptions of the quality and quantity of
interactions with university personnel.
A possible explanation for the correlational relationships between career services and
faculty in this model may be due to organizational structure and assignment of career services
professionals. BYU Career Services is organized under academic affairs and each college has
one or more full-time career professionals assigned to them. Several full-time career services
professionals have physical office space located within their assigned college—with most in or
near the academic advising suites or near college and department leaders. Faculty collaborate
with career practitioners by making referrals, inviting content experts and industry speakers into
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the classroom, and joining outreach efforts to employers. The pathways in the model suggest
collaboration between career services and faculty strengthens a student’s openness to multiple
perspectives, sense of community, feeling of institutional integrity, and overall thriving. Career
service professionals can explore collaborative practices to deepen the student connection with
faculty. Career services professionals can work with faculty to strengthen a sense of belonging in
specific area. For example, belonging increases when students experience a sense of partnership
with a representative of the institution and a mutual commitment and understanding of
responsibilities established (Schreiner, 2013). Career practitioners and faculty can foster positive
relationships with students which strengthens a student’s sense of membership in the campus
community (Schreiner, 2013). Career service professionals may need to evaluate and prioritize
service offerings which can have the greatest potential to improve student thriving by
collaborating with faculty. Further study is needed to evaluate best practices between experience
with career services and experience with faculty.
Major Certainty
Satisfaction with career services was positively associated with student certainty of their
major. Students who feel connection with their major corresponds with increased persistence and
other student success outcomes (St. John et al., 2004). Increased major certainty correlates with
higher levels of institutional satisfaction, sense of belonging, and better post-graduation
outcomes such as job stability and job satisfaction (Soria & Stebleton, 2013). Major certainty
opens opportunities for more meaningful interactions with faculty in their discipline and
association with peers who have similar interests, which also increases a sense of belonging
(Schreiner, 2018). Previous thriving studies have found increased levels of major certainty
correlated with higher thriving levels for sophomores, and researchers in these studies have made
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an argument for a closer alignment of career services with these students (Schreiner, Nelson, et
al., 2020; Young et al., 2015).
Career services practitioners have a long history of supporting academic and career
development by helping students make meaningful connections between their academic
discipline and their desired vocational outcome (ACE, 1937, 1949; Dey & Cruzvergara, 2014;
Rayman, 1999). Career practitioners strengthen major certainty by helping students identify and
clarify their sense of purpose and identity (Schreiner, 2018). Common approaches in career
development align with the work of major certainty and include helping students understand
their personality, interests, and strengths, matching these with their academic planning and
experiential learning, and understanding occupational options (Gordon, 2006; Holland, 1997;
Schreiner & Anderson, 2004). Strengthening major certainty provides a focal point for career
service work to connect students to their academic discipline, to foster a student’s sense of
community, and to strengthen overall student success.
Spirituality
Student satisfaction with career services had a small, indirect connection to spirituality.
Spirituality has been defined by student success researchers as,
a sense of who we are and where we come from, our beliefs about why we are here – the
meaning and purpose that we see in our work and life – our sense of connectedness to
one another and the world around us. (Astin et al., 2011, p. 4)
Spirituality is strengthened when faculty help students make connections between their academic
experience and their sense of calling or faith (Derrico et al., 2015). Spirituality has been shown
to contribute to positive outcomes, such as higher grades, increased satisfaction with college, and
thriving (Astin et al., 2011; Schreiner, 2013). At Brigham Young University, the first imperative
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of the institutional mission is for students to have experiences which are “spiritually
strengthening” (BYU, 2022c, Aims of a BYU Education section). Faculty and staff are expected
to integrate faith within their disciplines and in their work with students (Worthen, 2014, 2016).
Career practitioners have a distinctive opportunity to contribute to student spirituality by helping
students connect vocational exploration to the more meaningful endeavor of identifying one’s
life calling and the unique contribution they have to offer society.
Quality of Engagement With Career Services
Strengthening a student’s sense of community was the most significant relationship
coming from the quality of engagement with career services variable, beyond relationships with
the other career variables. Although the magnitude of the relationship between career services
engagement and sense of community was small, the connection is noteworthy because it reveals
a tie to a variable with the largest overall contribution to thriving in this study and several others
(Keetch, 2021; Romero, 2016; Schreiner, 2010c, 2013, 2014, 2016, 2018; Slater, 2019;
Strayhorn, 2018; Vetter, 2018). Previous research has established sense of community as a
foremost contributing variable to student thriving for students of color—an important
consideration given the increasingly diverse nature of today’s college student body (Ash &
Schreiner, 2016; McIntosh, 2012; Strayhorn, 2018).
Like other educational support units, career service offices provide an opportunity for
students to have an on-going, one-to-one contact with a concerned representative of the
institution (CASE, 2018). The career services engagement was comprised of relational and
professional dimensions of the student engagement. The four relational dimensions are factors of
a student’s sense of community (Schreiner, 2013). The relational dimensions in the engagement

31
variable included students’ feeling a sense of belonging with the university, experiencing a
positive relationship, feeling personal responsibility, or having input on next steps.
The contribution of career services engagement to sense of community reveals a potential
pathway where career practitioners can impact student thriving. This insight comes at a time
when career practitioners are leveraging the use of technology and other mediums to scale
services and increase student reach (Podany, 2018). Career practitioners can embed strategies to
foster belonging, create a positive student experience, communicate clear student
accountabilities, or clarity of action across each of their existing offerings. Beyond providing
career information or services students seek, career practitioners can boost student thriving by
creating engagements which strengthen a sense of community with the institution and by
extending student invitations to collaborate on solutions.
Frequency of Interaction With Career Services
Frequency of interaction with career services was a composite variable of student
engagements: meeting with a career director, meeting with a career mentor, attending a
workshop, enrolling in a student development course, accessing online career resources,
attending a career fair, attending an information session, or interviewing on-campus. Frequency
of interaction had the strongest relationship with campus involvement, student-faculty
interaction, and the other career variables. Noteworthy relationships between the student
demographic variables and frequency of interaction with career services also emerged.
Campus Involvement
Frequency of interaction with career services contributed to campus involvement, a direct
pathway to thriving (Schreiner, 2013, 2016). Campus involvement reflected a student’s
participation in campus organizations and attendance in campus events or activities. The
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relationship between frequency of interaction with career services and campus involvement may
be a result of student participation in career service events, such as fairs, campus information
sessions, workshops, and other career related offerings. The value of student engagement on
campus has been identified as a critical component to student retention by student success
researchers (Astin, 1984; Kuh, 1993, 2003, 2009; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1994,
2006). Thriving research has found that student campus involvement is best if it is nuanced to the
needs of specific groups. For example, involvement in ethnic organizations benefitted African
American groups more than Latino students (Schreiner, 2013). Campus involvement has shown
to improve thriving when coupled with student-faculty interaction or when designed specifically
to match student’s identity or passions (Schreiner, 2013). Career practitioners can bolster student
involvement in career offerings by obtaining input from diverse student groups to create events
which are more tailored to specific needs and embed strategies which foster sense of community.
Student Characteristics
Each of the student demographic variables revealed direct alignment to frequency of
interaction with career services and indirect relationships to the other career services variables.
Seniors. Seniors interacted more frequently with career services than their peers. The
work of career services has historically focused on vocational guidance, career counseling,
professional networking, and preparation for a job and career (Dey & Cruzvergara, 2019). Career
services is more useful to students when they are seeking an internship or employment, which
are typical developmental milestones for students who are juniors or seniors. Seniors’ higher
level of thriving coupled with higher levels of interaction with career services may suggest that
seniors have acquired the knowledge to navigate their academic experience and connect with
campus supports more readily. Conversely, career practitioners can consider approaches to
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customize services to underclassmen, by focusing on major certainty, identification of life calling
(spirituality), or participation in specific events (campus involvement).
Students of Color. Previous college student success research has documented
compounding factors which impact non-white students assimilating into a college culture of
predominantly white institutions (Einarson & Clarkberg, 2010; Fischer, 2007; Museus et al.,
2016; Schreiner, 2014). A few of these factors include first-generation status (Fischer, 2007);
strength of family support – which can have both positive and negative impacts (Museus et al.,
2016); commuting and the number of hours worked off-campus which affects student availability
for campus activities and events (Schreiner, 2014); and negative stereotype threat (Fischer, 2007;
Schreiner, 2014).
BYU is a predominantly white institution and white students comprise the vast majority
of the career services clientele. However, a surprising finding in this study was discovering nonwhite students engaged with career services at a higher frequency than their white peers.
Disaggregating the frequency and race variables revealed small but insightful differences.
Asian/Asian American students were more engaged with career services than their white peers
across an array of service offerings: meeting with a full-time professional career director,
accessing online resources, attending a career fair, information session, and participating in oncampus interviews. Students who reported multiple ethnicities were more likely to meet with
student career mentors than with a full-time professional career director and they attended
information sessions with greater frequency than white students. Career services provides access
to career preparedness and career networks which may be less readily available for students of
color and other marginalized populations (Podany, 2018). However, more investigation is
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required to understand the frequency of interaction for each race/ethnicity group and the
differences in services accessed.
Females. Female students interacted less frequently with career services but were slightly
more favorable of their interaction when they did. A growing body of research has documented
the differences for women in which they experience college from men across factors such as
their career development, satisfaction with college, and life goals, and other factors (Sax, 2008).
Lower female engagement with career services may reflect cultural influences for female
students in Utah. Females may choose to prioritize family formation and plan for reduced hours
working outside of the home - thus influencing more females going to part-time work. Fewer
Utah females are pursuing graduate degrees which may be needed for career advancement
(Madsen & Madsen, 2021). More research is needed to understand the difference in experiences
with career services for females and why they interact less frequently.
Student Thriving Insights
A primary appeal of thriving is that it is comprised of a student’s academic,
psychological, and social engagement in college rather than being predicted by student
demographic characteristics (Schreiner, 2010a, 2010b, 2010c). Thriving QuotientTM scores
varied most positively for students with high college grades; for seniors and graduate students;
and marginally, for females over males. High grades are evidence of strong academic thriving.
Seniors and graduate students have likely developed the necessary skills to navigate the
university environment and are more certain in their courses of study. Female student thriving
was slight and the reason for this requires further investigation. Notwithstanding the differences,
thriving can be strengthened in every student through university actions which foster a sense of
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community, positive student faculty interaction, and major certainty, among the other thriving
pathways (Schreiner, 2013).
First Generation Students
First generation students at BYU were defined as having parents who did not complete a
four-year college degree (BYU, 2022b). Despite having a high motivation to succeed,
researchers have previously found first generation students tend to take less advantage of out-ofclass opportunities (Ishitani, 2016; Nunn, 2021; Sriram & Tharp, 2020). First generation students
had only two slight correlations in this thriving model: to faculty with sensitivity to diverse
learners and a slight negative correlation to institutional integrity. Previous studies have affirmed
the relationship between perceptions of institutional integrity and levels of social integration,
sense of community, and thriving (Ash & Schreiner, 2016; Braxton et al., 2008). Additional
investigation is needed to understand how first-generation students are meeting their career
preparation needs. However, first generation student’s negative correlation to institutional
integrity suggests career services and other educational support professionals have an
opportunity to better support student thriving as caring institutional agents. Practitioners may
find insights in comparing the number and quality of experiences first generation students have
with career services as compared with their continuing generation peers.
College Grades
College grades had the strongest contribution to thriving of the student demographic
characteristics, but it had no correlation to the career services variables. Strong college grades
had correlations with all three faculty variables, with major certainty, with sense of community
and directly with thriving. Academic achievement has long been a primary indicator of student
success and researchers have found it is also characteristic of a student’s sense of belonging
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(Tinto, 1994). Good college grades are an indication of a student’s academic integration and
sense of membership in the institution (Pittman & Richmond, 2007). In this study, students with
mostly B’s and C’s and mostly C’s had the lowest thriving quotient scores of any group.
Limitations
There are several limitations to this study. The data for this study was collected at a time
when most students had been living in isolation for almost a year due to a world-wide pandemic.
The results of this study may be different at a more typical time when students have access to a
full college experience. The student sample was drawn from the client population of career
services and was missing sufficient data to draw conclusions about the experiences of freshman
and students of color with career services and thriving. BYU is a faith-based, four-year, private
university with selective admissions. The correlations found in this study are unique to this
student body and may differ for institutions of other types and sizes.
Implications for Future Research
As noted throughout this section, there are several areas which require deeper
investigation. The correlations which emerged in this study suggest students with differing
student demographics are interacting with career services in unique ways or not at all. Future
studies could explore dimensions of this differing engagement to determine if it is unique to
career services or if similar patterns of engagement are found with other educational support
services. Additional research into the specific needs, expectations, and experiences of females,
students of color, and first-generation students with career services would inform how to create
more targeted and impactful experience for these students. Further study of the sophomore
experience would inform specific institutional services for these students and could examine the
potential benefit of career services supporting career planning and major certainty. For career

37
services offices and other educational support units, studying specific collaborative programming
with faculty may provide additional insights into strengthening a campus culture of care and
belonging. Integrating established thriving-supportive practices or interventions into existing
modes of service is another area that bears future study and consideration.
Conclusion
This study sought to find the contribution of experience with career services and student
thriving. Key insights resulted which contribute to the thriving literature, strategies for student
success, and alignment of career services work to institutional outcomes.
Student Thriving as a Metric
Beyond providing vocational counseling and career preparation assistance, career
services contributed to the higher outcome of student thriving in the institutional context.
Previous thriving studies have identified several aspects of the college experience which have
contributed to thriving, including a recent study on the contribution of academic advising
(Keetch, 2021). Career services contributed to thriving through positive alignment with several
thriving pathway variables: student-faculty interactions, student sense of community,
institutional integrity, spirituality, major certainty, and campus involvement. The implication for
career and other educational support practitioners is to focus less on transactional services and
instead cultivate interactions which provide “meaningful engagements, positive relationships,
opportunities for accomplishment, and a sense of meaning or purpose” (Schreiner, 2016, p. 143).
Encouraging student faculty interaction by referring students for appropriate help is an
easy way to strengthen student thriving without a drastic change in services. Educational support
practitioners can create deeper collaborations with faculty to help students better synthesize their
classroom learning and preparation for and engagement with real-world opportunities (Dey &
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Cruzvergara, 2019). Sense of community or belonging can be strengthened by incorporating its
dimensions in day-to-day interactions, such as affirming students in positive ways, co-creating
strategies together, asking for student input, and showing genuine care and interest in individual
student success. Student perceptions of institutional integrity, i.e., the university is delivering on
its promises, can be fostered by delivering tailored help to various student populations when they
need it and where they can easily access it. Spirituality synthesized with educational planning
and career goals invites students to clarify their purpose and sense of calling, which has been
found to be an inspiring proposition for most students across institutional types (Derrico et al.,
2015).
Targeting Support for Student Success
A second insight from this study revealed student experience with career offerings and
student thriving varied by student demographics. This finding suggests career and other
educational support personnel should evaluate who they are serving and how they are being
served and embed thriving-supportive practices across their services and engagements. For
example, a pathway to thriving identified in this study from career services through major
certainty reveals an opportunity to strengthen sophomore major certainty through academic and
career affirming activities. Practitioners can support thriving for students with lower grades by
exploring degree of major certainty and connections with their faculty while demonstrating
institutional care and commitment. This study found female students engaged less frequently,
which prompts further investigation to understand the needs of female students and services to
best support them. Help-seeking should be normalized across the university community so that is
seen as an expected part of the college experience and not only for students with differences or
deficits (Schreiner, 2010b). Recognition of the variations in student use of services by race,
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gender, or first-generation status should inform discussions how to foster a sense of community
through all offerings: appointments, events, fairs, workshops, and recruiting engagements.
Practices should be examined through the perspective of students of color; career practitioners
should increase understanding about issues which affect these student’s sense of community
(Ash & Schreiner, 2016; Schreiner, 2014).
Demonstrating the Impact of Career Services
Career practitioners can lean-in with their data to show connections with university
outcomes. Thriving provides a natural framework to connect career work with student well-being
and student success, but analyses with other institutional datasets could be equally valuable.
Such analyses can inform more targeted services to meet specific student needs, strategic and
focused collaborations in the campus community, and improved engagements with students
beyond the functional and transactional. Career practitioners can embrace data in new and unique
ways to improve practice, effectiveness, and demonstrate meaningful impact.
Although the contributions of the career services variables to other variables in the model
were moderate at best, the correlations were significant and increased the contribution of other
variables to thriving. Running the structural equation model with and without the career services
variables revealed a magnifying effect of student experience with career services with higher
levels of major certainty, student-faculty satisfaction, campus involvement, spirituality, sense of
community, institutional integrity, and thriving. Understanding thriving and the contributing
factors to thriving can improve career services offerings to students and connect career work to
institutional student success outcomes. A focus on student thriving provides a higher calling in
which educational support practitioners can engage with students and a framework of
collaboration for the greater university community.
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APPENDIX A
Review of the Literature
Career services practitioners in higher education come to the profession from a variety of
backgrounds and from a range of roles and industries. Most have strong soft skills, such as
excellent relationship-building, experience working with diverse others, and content knowledge,
and are seasoned professionals (National Association of Colleges and Employers [NACE],
2017). Facility with data is a growing imperative in career work and an area that has not come
naturally to most in this field. Simple counts of student participation in events or numbers of
students served are no longer sufficient. Career services practitioners have been encouraged to
lean into more sophisticated approaches of assessment and evaluation to demonstrate
contribution to university goals (Contomanolis, 2014).
This section outlines the literature which provided the context for this study, starting with
the evolution of college student success in higher education and assessing effectiveness. A
detailed explanation of the college student thriving framework will be presented, followed by a
review of the evolution of career services in higher education.
College Student Success in Higher Education
Student development has been an integral part of higher education since its inception.
Initially, faculty were solely responsible for a student’s intellectual training and their
development as a person (American Council on Education [ACE], 1937). Faculty served as both
teachers and mentors. As the industrial economy grew in the 19th century, the expanding
boundaries of research pulled faculty deeper into their areas of expertise and by the mid-20th
century, most faculty appointments required a doctorate and an ongoing research agenda. These
pressures, along with other industry-driven needs for new discoveries, patents, and technology
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transfer, took faculty away from the primary mentoring role with students which was once their
sole focus (ACE, 1937). During this same period, the focus of higher education evolved on three
fronts: preparing students for vocational work; providing graduate programs to train students for
careers of scientific inquiry and scholarship; and cultivating the minds of undergraduate students
through a liberal arts education (Bok, 2015).
In early 1925, a committee of representatives from various institutions of higher
education convened to discuss “the problems of vocational guidance in college” (ACE, 1937, p.
iii). The committee discussed the desire to have university officers who were focused on the
needs of students and overall student development. Out of these early meetings came a
recommendation for the establishment of student affairs officers and definitions of their work,
and the emergence of professional associations. Two of these associations are known today as
the American College Personnel Association (ACPA) and the National Association of Student
Personnel Administrators (NASPA). From their inception, their work has focused on holistic
student development. Among other responsibilities, student personnel workers were tasked to
help students progress towards vocational goals and experience a sense of belonging to the
institution (ACE, 1949).
Over the latter half of the 20th century, student affairs work was increasingly informed by
the emergence of several student development theories (Blimling & Whitt, 1998). Astin’s (1984)
Inputs-Environments-Outcomes model was foundational to student involvement and engagement
theories. Astin theorized college outcomes were a function of inputs, such as demographic
characteristics, family backgrounds, and academic and social experiences; the college
environment, such as the quantity and quality of the involvement and student learning; and
impact on student developmental outcomes after college (Astin, 1984, 1993, 1996, 1997).
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Student involvement theory informed student retention research, which underscores the
importance of a successful transition into the college community (Tinto, 1994). Membership in
the university is attained when students experience a sense of educational and social community
(Bean & Eaton, 2001; Berger & Milem, 1999). In reviewing thousands of studies over a three
and a half decades, researchers Pascarella and Terenzini identified several college impacts on
student knowledge and skill development, including verbal, quantitative, and subject matter
competency; cognitive skills and intellectual growth; psychosocial change; attitudes and values;
moral development; educational attainment and persistence; career and economic impacts; and
quality of life after college (2005).
With a focus on emerging theories of student development, student affairs work moved
away from the educational mission of higher education over the course of the 20th century. The
ACPA and NASPA responded by identifying principles of practice for student affairs workers to
foster student learning (Blimling & Whitt, 1998). Subsequently, several researchers established a
body of research which added student engagement and involvement outside of the classroom as
an integral component of student learning and student success. Student engagement was defined
as the time and effort students devoted to activities “linked to desired outcomes of college” and
the efforts of institutions to “induce students to participate in these activities” (Kuh, 2009, p.
683). The National Survey of Student Engagement [NSSE] was developed and deployed in the
1990s and measures student participation in activities “strongly associated with high levels of
learning and personal development” (Kuh, 2001, p. 12). The NSSE has been widely utilized for
two decades by academicians and student affairs personnel and has produced evidence of high
impact practices which support student learning and persistence (Kuh et al., 2017). In recent
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years, the focus of student engagement has shifted towards improving equity and access to
established high impact practices.
In evaluating over 900 pieces of literature, researchers found academic success was often
used interchangeably with student success (York et al., 2015). Academic success was described
by eight definitional categories: academic achievement; engagement; satisfaction; acquisition of
knowledge, skills, and competencies; persistence and retention; attainment of learning
objectives; career success; perception of learning environment; and academic self-concept (York
et al., 2015). A comprehensive literature review entitled “What Matters to Student Success”
identified the major theoretical perspectives, student background characteristics, student
experiences in the college environment, institutional conditions, and outcome indicators of
student success (Kuh et al., 2006). Several recommendations for evaluating student success in
higher education included supports, engagement activities, and measures for involvement outside
of the classroom. Kuh and others have established a strong body of research promoting student
engagement outside of the classroom, identifying the positive impact on student learning, and
noting differences in participation rates for underrepresented students (Kuh et al., 2017; Kuh,
1993, 2003, 2009). Student success has expanded beyond traditional academic measures to
encompass developmental and experiential aspects of the college experience.
Common measures of academic success—persistence, completion, retention, and postgraduation success—are present benchmarks used widely by institutions and accreditation bodies
as primary indicators of college student success (BYU, 2022b; Northwest Commission on
Colleges and Universities, 2020). In a recent self-study accreditation report, Brigham Young
University (BYU) identified academic progress, retention, time to graduate, and post-graduation
success as key student success indicators, with disaggregation by race, age, gender, socio-
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economic status, and first-generation status (BYU, 2022b). Recommended improvements for
measuring student success at BYU included deepening an understanding of equity gaps and
expanding the definition to include assessment of an environment of support and belonging; of
the latter, the thriving framework was specifically suggested (BYU, 2022b).
The dimensions of thriving align well with the mission and aims of Brigham Young
University, which articulate a holistic education that is “spiritually strengthening; intellectually
enlarging; character building; leading to lifelong learning and service” (BYU, 2022a, Aims of a
BYU Education section).
Thriving and Contributing Factors to Thriving
Greater attention to student well-being, flourishing, and thriving emerged in educational
research soon after the positive psychology movement began at the beginning of the 21st century
(Kibe & Boniwell, 2015). Positive psychology encompasses individual characteristics and
experiences which support well-being, optimism, happiness, self-determination, positive
emotions, and social relationships (Seligman, 2011). A related construct of flourishing has been
defined as having positive emotions, such as happiness, contentment, well-being, and optimism;
positive personal characteristics such as resilience, goal setting, and engagement; and positive
institutions and communities (Keyes & Haidt, 2003). Definitions of thriving have varied in the
research and have been dependent upon the population being studied. However, common among
the various constructs are themes of development, success, and holistic functioning or well-being
(Brown et al., 2017). Development components include progression in physical, psychological,
or social areas. The success component is evidence of “contextually relevant outcomes” (Brown
et al., 2017, p. 168), and could include achievements such as good grades or college completion
in an education setting.
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Student thriving in college emerged as a new construct from the intersection of positive
psychology research and college retention theory in the first decade of the 21st century (Bean &
Eaton, 2001; Keyes & Haidt, 2003; Schreiner, 2010a). Martin Seligman’s model of well-being
included positive emotion, engagement; relationships, meaning; and accomplishment (PERMA;
Seligman, 2011). College thriving parallels the PERMA dimensions: engaged learning, academic
determination, positive perspective, social connectedness, and diverse citizenship (Schreiner,
2013). Schreiner and other researchers utilized student interviews to identify dimensions of
thriving which were supported by established theories in the student success and well-being
literature. After pilot testing, utilizing exploratory factor analysis, and eliminating items based on
internal consistency and reliability, the Thriving QuotientTM emerged with a refined set of items
which had unique contribution to the variation of thriving (Schreiner, 2016). College student
thriving includes and is defined by five dimensions across academic, psychological, and social
engagement domains. A student’s thriving score produced by the Thriving Quotient TM is a mean
score from the Likert-scaled items which comprise Schreiner’s dimensions of thriving.
Defined as “being fully engaged intellectually, socially, and emotionally in the college
experience,” Schreiner has proposed expanding the traditional definition of student success
beyond academic markers to include developmental gains and experiential aspects which can be
measured and influenced (Schreiner, 2016, p. 136). Thriving was found to positively account for
the variation in several traditional measures of student success: increased grade point average,
intent to graduate, institutional fit, satisfaction, perception of tuition worth, and learning gains
(Schreiner, 2013, 2016; Schreiner et al., 2009).
Engaged learning is defined as “a positive energy invested in one’s own learning,
evidenced by meaningful processing, attention to what is happening in the moment, and
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involvement in learning activities” (Schreiner & Louis, 2011, p. 6). As engaged learners,
students are active participants and connect current learning with previous knowledge and future
goals (Schreiner, 2010b, 2016). Academic determination includes dimensions of selfmanagement, such as investment and regulation of one’s learning processes, effort, time,
resources, and strengths toward achieving meaningful educational goals (Schreiner, 2010b, 2013,
2016). Positive perspective reflects a student’s orientation towards optimism, positive emotion,
and confidence in the future. Positive perspective also includes an awareness of one’s strengths
and an understanding how to develop and apply them toward goal attainment (Schreiner, 2010a).
Students with positive perspective see negative events as learning opportunities that do not
define them and as a result, they tend to be more satisfied with their college experience
(Schreiner, 2010a; 2013). Social connectedness represents the degree to which students
experience positive and supportive interactions with others, including peers and representatives
of the university community (Schreiner, 2010c, 2013, 2016). Diverse citizenship captures two
dimensions: student openness to individuals with diverse perspectives and a desire to engage
with the world (Schreiner, 2016). Students who identify with diverse citizenship have an interest
in others and they find ways to make a difference (Schreiner, 2010c, 2013).
Eight contributing factors to thriving, known as pathways, have emerged through several
studies. Thriving pathway variables include three items which capture experience with faculty:
campus involvement, major certainty, spirituality, sense of community, and feelings of
institutional integrity.
The key role of faculty in college student success has been well-established in the
literature (Astin, 1984; Kim & Sax, 2007, 2014, 2017; Kuh, 2001; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1976;
Romsa et al., 2017; Tinto, 1994). Student-faculty interaction is a composite score of several
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types of interactions, such as discussing career or graduate school plans, discussing academic
issues, completing research, or engaging with faculty outside of class. Student-faculty
satisfaction is a rating of the frequency and quality of interactions students have with their
professors. Faculty sensitivity to diverse perspectives measures student perceptions of faculty
demonstrating awareness to the needs of diverse students and encouragement of diverse
perspectives in class discussions and in the curriculum.
As defined in the Thriving QuotientTM, major certainty reflects the degree to which a
student believes their major is a good fit. Spirituality is defined as a student feeling their spiritual
or religious beliefs provide a foundation to their approach to life. Student spirituality provides a
sense of strength when difficulties arise and is a source for finding meaning and purpose.
Sense of community has been the strongest contributor to thriving across several studies
(Schreiner, 2016). Dimensions of sense of community include student rating of their sense of
belonging, alignment of their needs with the campus, feeling proud of their institution, and
student evaluation of the sense of community across campus. Sense of community differs from
institutional integrity, which “represents student perceptions that an institution is delivering on
its implicit and explicit promises” (Schreiner, 2018, p. 15). Students assess the degree to which
their institution was accurately portrayed in admissions, if their campus experience had met their
expectations, and if the behavior of staff and faculty are consistent with the expressed mission of
the institution.
Evolution of Career Services
Today’s career services in higher education can be traced back to vocational guidance
efforts in the early 1900s (Vinson et al., 2014). Frank Parsons is widely considered to be the
father of vocational guidance (Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education
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[CASE], 2018; Dey & Cruzvergara, 2014; Vinson et al., 2014). Parsons created his Vocations
Bureau in Boston, Massachusetts, to help new immigrants transition to life in America (Dey &
Cruzvergara, 2014). Parsons also developed a counseling model which was foundational to
vocational guidance, called the Trait and Factor Theory (CASE, 2019). Parsons’ model was the
primary career development model used for several decades and was a forerunner to career
development theories which emerged in the latter half of the 20 th century (CASE, 2019).
Parsons’ Bureau eventually moved to Harvard University and other career centers moved
out of the community into institutions of learning (CASE, 2019; Vinson et al., 2014). Prior to
this time, faculty were primarily responsible for the mentoring and advisement of their students.
Industrialization demanded faculty attention to scientific research, to expanding the boundaries
of knowledge and away from their students’ well-being (ACE, 1937). In the 1920’s, a group of
representatives from 14 institutions of higher education gathered “to discuss problems of
vocational guidance in college” (ACE, 1937, p. iii). From these early discussions, the American
Council on Education published The Student Personnel Point of View (ACE, 1937, 1949), which
identified the personal developmental needs of college students and clarified the field of student
personnel services and student personnel workers. Among the services listed were several which
are foundational to today’s career services: diagnostic services to help students discover abilities,
vocational and personal interests, and identification of occupational aims; assistance to find
appropriate employment and articulate college and vocational experience (ACE, 1937, 1949).
By the middle of the 20th century, several professional “placement associations” emerged
across the United States, with the intent to keep a focus on issues pertaining to college graduate
placement for both university personnel and recruiters (NACE, 2022b, Regional Development
section). Designated as the College Placement Council, Inc. (CPC) in 1957, the CPC was a
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consortium of seven regional councils which supported information sharing across the profession
and the publication of placement information, such as starting salaries. The CPC changed its
name to the NACE in 1995, reflecting a commitment to serve the needs of college career
services and human resource recruiters. The existence of these associations over several decades
demonstrates the foundational calling of career services to support student transition from
college to a career.
Career services moved from vocational guidance to placement services after World War
II to meet the needs of the burgeoning economy and the large numbers of veterans who pursued
higher education through the GI Bill (CASE, 2019; Vinson et al., 2014). Placement offices
focused on the recruiting, matching, and hiring process, and more than 65% of today’s career
services offices were established between 1947 and 1960 (CASE, 2019). Career services success
was primarily measured by placement numbers during this period (Dey & Cruzvergara, 2014).
Career services followed a shift in higher education to a more developmental model, and
career practitioners moved into guidance, counseling, career planning, and helping students to
prepare for a job search (Dey & Cruzvergara, 2014). Key identity and career development
theories emerged to inform the work of career counseling: vocational development over the lifespan, life-space, and from self-concept (Super, 1980); vocational interest based on the interaction
between personality and characteristics of the environment (Holland, 1958; Niles & Hutchison,
2009); personality theory (Myers, 1962); seven vectors of development for young adults
(Chickering & Reisser, 1969, 1993); social learning theory of career selection (Krumboltz et al.,
1976); transition theory (Schlossberg, 1981); social cognitive career theory, which encompasses
self-efficacy, outcome expectations and personal goals in the career decision-making process
(Bandura, 1986; Lent & Brown, 1996); cognitive information processing as applied to career
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decision-making (Peterson et al., 1991); and planned happenstance theory, which encouraged the
integration of chance and uncertainty into career progression (Mitchell et al., 1999). As the focus
of career services shifted from placement to helping students achieve developmental milestones
in the 1970s and 1980s, career services success was largely measured by management and
service outcomes.
Career services offices were primarily organized under student affairs in the latter part of
the 20th century, and success was measured by numbers of students served through appointments
and workshops (Dey & Cruzvergara, 2014). The emergence of experiential learning theory
heightened the awareness and the value of learning which took place outside of the classroom
(Kolb, 1984) and was directly related to career services work. The late 1990s and early 2000s
necessitated a renewed focus for career services to facilitate relationships with employers as
students sought to participate in experiential learning opportunities such as internships. Student
participation in experiential learning and student learning outcomes were identified as
meaningful measures by which career services could demonstrate value (CASE, 2019).
Career services followed the trend in student affairs from a focus on the delivery of
student programs to student learning. The shift to learning outcomes was an effort to move the
work of student affairs personnel to be in greater alignment with the educational work of
academic faculty and to justify budgetary expenditures (Blimling & Whitt, 1998; Dey &
Cruzvergara, 2014). The growing economy in the late 1990s and early 2000s necessitated a
renewed focus on facilitating relationship between students and employers and building
connected communities. Notwithstanding the reemergence of employer engagement, success was
primarily measured through student learning outcomes (Dey & Cruzvergara, 2014).
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Modern career services offices have been described as providing services such as career
counseling/advising, career testing/assessment, classroom presentations, individual career
information, resume and interview preparation, job fairs, mock interviews, online job bank, and
on-campus recruiting to students” (Vinson et al., 2014, p. 206). Dey and Cruzvergara describe
career services as moving away from a transaction model to developing “career communities of
learners and networkers that will engage students and alumni for a lifetime” (2014, p. 8).
Notwithstanding these positive changes, one comprehensive study of the impact of university
career service offices in Canada affirmed positive student development outcomes were being
achieved but were not being measured or reported (Lalande et al., 2006).
In an effort to tie career services to key student success outcomes, NACE created
standardized protocols for a national, first-destination survey, with an initial administration in
2014 (NACE, 2022a). The survey was created in response to increasing scrutiny which
questioned the value of a college education. Many career practitioners believed the NACE firstdestination survey, championed by many career service offices, provided valuable outcome
information and a seat at the institutional table (Contomanolis et al., 2015). However, the firstdestination data alone did not capture student engagement with career services or identify
correlations of this engagement with their career outcome. Dey and Cruzvergara argue that,
while valuable, this data is collected too late for meaningful interventions and comes short of
communicating impact (2019).
Career practitioners have wrestled with the challenge to synthesize data from their
enterprise systems with outcomes data, to integrate insights from student focus groups, and to
evaluate department key performance indicators and reputation measures in order to provide a
consistent assessment of impact to their institutional mission (Contomanolis et al., 2015). One
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study demonstrated correlations between student engagement with career services and
institutional objectives. Graduates who positively rated their interaction with career services
were more likely to feel their university prepared them well and that their education was worth
the cost, were more inclined to recommend their institution to others, and were more likely to
make donations to their institution (Gallup & Purdue University, 2016). Researchers and industry
leaders have called on career service practitioners to demonstrate value and impact by working
more strategically with academic partners (Dey & Cruzvergara, 2014, 2019; Podany, 2018;
Rayman, 1999; Vinson et al., 2014), by focusing on and measuring student skill development
(Collins, 2016), and by specifically serving underrepresented student populations (Dey &
Cruzvergara, 2019; Podany, 2018).
Conclusion
The foci and priorities of university career service offices have continually changed since
the inception of these offices. Several factors have contributed to changes in services: advances
in the economy; pressures from within the institution and across higher education; student
development theories; and employer, faculty, and student needs. Metrics of effectiveness for
career services have evolved with each shift and are largely dependent upon alignment with
organizational objectives. Measuring career services’ contribution to student thriving provides a
new way for career practitioners to align their impact with student experience, engagement, and
success, each of which have been the focus of higher education for decades.
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APPENDIX B
Extended Methods
This study was conducted at a conducted at Brigham Young University; a faith-based,
four-year, private institution primarily comprised of undergraduate, full-time students. Students
were surveyed at a time when most were attending college virtually and in isolation due to a
pandemic. Aside from in-person engagements with career services which took place prior to the
onset of the pandemic, most of the student engagement with career services happened virtually.
Thriving QuotientTM Survey
The Thriving QuotientTM is the foundational survey instrument used in this study. The
Thriving QuotientTM is comprised of twenty-four items with a six-point Likert scale, ranging
from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree, which measure the five domains of thriving:
engaged learning, academic determination, positive perspective, diverse citizenship, and social
connectedness. Nineteen Likert-scale items measure the pathway variables which lead to
thriving: psychological sense of community, spirituality, institutional integrity, campus
involvement, major certainty, frequency of interaction with faculty, satisfaction with faculty, and
interaction with faculty with diverse perspectives. Eighteen Likert-scale items, ranging firom 1 =
never to 6 = frequently and 1 = very dissatisfied to 6 = very satisfied assess the frequency and
satisfaction of engagement outside of the classroom with advisors and fellow students. Twenty
items capture demographic information and self-reported levels of thriving, with an openresponse prompt at the end for students to describe their thriving levels. Table B1 provides a
sample of the items utilized in the survey to measure the pathway variables.
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Table B1
Pathway Latent Variables
Factor and Survey Itemsa
Spirituality
My spiritual or religious beliefs:
Provide me with a sense of strength when life is difficult
Give meaning and purpose to my life
Are the foundation of my approach to life

Factor
Loadings
.909
.942
.872

Satisfaction with faculty
Amount of contact you have had with professors this year
Quality of interaction with professors so far this year

.795
.850

Sense of Community
I feel like I belong here
Being a student here fills an important need in my life
I feel proud of the university I have chosen to attend
There is a strong sense of community on this campus

.795
.750
.818
.668

Sense of institutional integrity
My experiences on this campus so far have met my expectations
The institution was accurately portrayed during admissions
Overall, the actions of faculty, staff, and administrators on this campus are
consistent with the mission of the institution
Campus Involvement
Participated in campus organizations
Attended campus events or activities

Internal
Consistency
.936

.884
.800
.715

.856
.825

.763

.848

.844

.827

Note. aSix-point scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree.
Nine questions were added to the Thriving Quotient TM, with a six-point Likert scale, to
capture aspects of engagement with career services, including the type and frequency of
engagement, method of interaction, and satisfaction (see Table B2).
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Table B2
Career Services Questions
Survey Items
1. Think about any interactions you have had with Career Services in 2020. Please indicate the types of
interactions you had and estimate how many times you interacted with each type of activitya.
a. Met with a Career Director for career advising
b. Attended a career class presentation or workshop
c. Completed STDEV 317 Career Strategies course
d. Completed STDEV 318 Graduate School Prep course
e. Accessed career resources online
f. Attended a career fair
g. Attended a company info session or event
h. Participated in an on-campus interview for an internship or job
2. What was the primary method of interaction you utilized to interact with career services personnel?
a. Face to face/in-person
b. Face to face/online (Zoom)
c. Classroom/in person
d. Classroom/online
e. E-mail
f. Phone call
g. Text
h. Instant chat or messaging
As you consider a typical interaction with a full-time, career services personnel, please rate your agreement with
each of the itemsb.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

The career services personnel I met with was competent.
The career services personnel I met with provided helpful information.
The career services personnel I met with was concerned about my success as an individual.
The career services personnel I met with was invested in helping me achieve my goals.
The career services personnel I met with helped me understand next steps I needed to complete.
The career services personnel I met with helped me to feel connected and supported at the university.
Please rate your satisfaction with the following c:
The quality of the interactions you have had with career services personnel this past year.

Note. aFrequency of interaction scale 1 to 6, with 1 = never and 6 = frequently. bAgreement scale
1 to 6, with 1 = strongly disagree and 6 = strongly agree. cSatisfaction scale 1 to 6, with 1 = very
dissatisfied and 6 = very satisfied.
Six career services questions capture the nature of a one-on-one engagement with career
services, with a focus on specific aspects of an interpersonal interaction between a student and a
career services professional. The six variables were informed by two frameworks. The first
framework is the National Association of Academic Advising Core Competencies. This
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framework included three foundational components for effective student-advisor interactions:
conceptual, informational, and relational (National Association of Academic Advising
[NACADA], 2017). The conceptual component relates to an advisor understanding the college
student’s context and associated supportive theories. The informational component addresses the
advisor’s needed knowledge to transmit to their advisees. The relational component encompasses
an advisor’s good interpersonal skills which underly the student interaction and enable the
effective exchange of communication between student and advisors.
The second framework utilized to create the career services engagement variables was
taken from Schreiner’s research on sense of community (2010). These include relationship,
membership, ownership, and partnership. Relationship involves having a positive connection or
feeling genuine care and concern from the career services professional. The relationship
component overlapped with the relational dimension in the NACADA framework, and one item
in the survey was representative of both frameworks in the career engagement variable. Students
who experience a positive relationship with college personnel have been shown to have stronger
interpersonal connections, better cognition of information, and foundational to a strong
institutional culture of community (Schreiner, 2013). Membership is described as a student
feeling there is a place for oneself somewhere within the campus community (Schreiner, 2010).
Sense of membership may be achieved through a career services professional increasing a
student’s familiarity with the campus, encouraging common campus experiences, or espousing
shared values. Ownership is the third component in the sense of community framework.
Ownership is fostered when career services professionals invite and value student contribution to
the issue being addressed in the individual interactions. They encourage students to contribute to
the greater institutional community. Finally, partnership occurs when a student has a sense that
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the career services professional is invested in their success and a belief that working together will
produce a better outcome than working independently.
Student Population and Sample
I completed a research agreement with the Associate Academic Vice-President for
Undergraduate Education, which granted permission to shape the collection of data and to have
access to the thriving data collected by BYU Career Services. The students surveyed for this
study were selected randomly from the population of students who engaged with Career Services
in 2020. Types of engagement with Career Services included one-on-one meetings with career
directors, one on one meetings with student peer mentors, attendance at workshops, registration
in a student development course, accessing online resources, attendance at a career fair,
employer information session, or on-campus interview. Participants for this study were also
selected from students who completed an academic internship in 2020 and student-athlete
clients. The sampling size for each category was weighted to obtain adequate representation from
the each of the categories of engagement. Total counts and sample sizes are reflected in Table
B3.
Table B3
Student Population, Sample Size, and Responses
2020 Career Services Student Client Population
Completed an academic internship
Enrolled in STDEV career course
Engaged in a one-on-one appointment
Participated in an event or fair
Participated in on-campus recruiting
Student-athlete clientsa

Total Count
1869
307
2441
3081
2148
112

Sample Size
1738
307
1831
308
214
112

Responses
320
57
454
71
50
14

Total

9958

4511

952

a

Note. Student athlete client status was subsumed by participation in other categories and
therefore their response count is not included in the total.
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Students were surveyed during January-February of 2021, at a time when students were
living and attending school in isolation due to a pandemic. Aside from in-person engagements
which took place in early 2020 prior to the onset of the pandemic, most of the student
engagement with career services happened virtually via Zoom or a career services recruiting
platform called Handshake.
The Thriving Quotient items plus the nine additional career services items were inputted
into a Qualtrics survey. The Qualtrics platform estimated the survey completion time at 15-20
minutes. The students surveyed for this study were selected randomly from the population of
students who engaged with career services in 2020. A common rule of thumb for structural
equation modeling (SEM) is to have at least 5 to 10 responses per survey item (Worthington &
Whittaker, 2006). The Thriving QuotientTM and career services items totaled 90 items on the
survey, which meant a minimum of 450 to 900 responses were needed to sufficiently power the
structural equation model for this study. A total of 4,511 students were randomly selected from a
career services client population of 9,958, in anticipation of a 10 – 20% response rate. A total of
952 responses and 874 complete responses reflected a 21% response rate, which provided a near
10:1 ratio of responses per survey item. The data were comprised of items with responses on a
continuous, Likert-scale (1-6). The survey was embedded in an e-mail solicitation. The e-mail
provided background information on the study and an invitation to enter a drawing for a $25
Amazon gift card upon completion of the survey. One $25 Amazon gift card was randomly
awarded for every 100 completed surveys. Two additional e-mail solicitations were sent out over
a three-week period.
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Student Response and Student Demographics
A total of 952 survey responses were received, reflecting a 21% response rate. There
were 78 incomplete survey responses for which most of the frequency of engagement,
satisfaction, and demographic questions were unanswered. This left 874 completed surveys. Of
the 874 completed surveys, 6 respondents did not answer the race category, leaving 868
responses for race; five respondents did not answer the college grade question, leaving 869
responses for this category.
The demographic characteristic breakdown for the respondents can be seen in Table B4.
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Table B4
Completed Student Responses by Demographics
Student Demographic Categories

BYU Populationa

Client Population Sample

Gender
Male
Female
Total

Sample
Responsesb

17638 (51%)
17099 (49%)
34737 (100%)

2331 (52%)
2180 (48%)
4511 (100%)

525 (60%)
349 (40%)
874 (100%)

Class Level
Graduate students
Seniors
Juniors
Sophomores
Freshmen
Unlisted
Total

3110 (9%)
11731 (34%)
7134 (20%)
5916 (17%)
6846 (20%)
34737 (100%)

295 (7%)
2357 (52%)
855 (19%)
632 (14%)
321 (7%)
51 (<1%)
4511 (100%)

90 (10%)
436 (50%)
209 (24%)
113 (13%)
26 (3%)
874 (100%)

Race
African Am./Black
Am. Indian/Alaskan
Asian/Asian Am.
White
Latino/Hispanic
Multiethnic
Na. Hawaiian/Pac. Is.
Other
Unlisted
Total

199 (<1%)
76 (<1%)
1086 (3%)
28324 (81%)
2911 (8%)
1505 (4%)
262 (<1%)
34737 (100%)

41 (<1%)
14 (<1%)
215 (5%)
3576 (79%)
133 (3%)
433 (10%)
31 (<1%)
16 (<1%)
51 (<1%)
4511 (100%)

3 (<1%)
6 (<1%)
46 (5%)
730 (84%)
36 (4%)
24 (3%)
3 (<1%)
10 (1%)
10 (1%)
868 (100%)

First Generation
First generation
Cont. generation
Unknown
Total

3852 (12%)c
27775 (88%)
31627c (100%)

573 (13%)
3936 (87%)
2 (<1%)
4511 (100%)

62 (7%)
812 (93%)
874 (100%)

College Grads
Mostly A’s
Mostly A’s and B’s
Mostly B’s
Mostly B’s and C’s
Mostly C’s
Below a C average
Total

-

-

393 (45%)
329 (38%)
90 (10%)
43 (5%)
12 (1%)
2 (<1%)
869 (100%)

Note. aBYU Fall 2021 enrollment (BYU, 2022). bPercentages are calculated from the total of
completed survey responses for each item. cBYU population first generation count only includes
undergraduate students.
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Gender
For several years, enrollment of males and females at BYU has been an almost even
50/50 split. Variations in gender enrollment occur due to students deferring to serve church
missions and other variabilities. University enrollment statistics for Fall 2020 show 50% of
enrollees were female and 50% male, compared to 49% female and 51% male in the previous
winter semester of the same year (BYU, 2022). There are no obvious explanations why more
female students than males responded to the study survey.
Class Level
Due to the nature of the services offered by career services and timing in a student’s
academic career when they seek these services, most respondents are upperclassmen. The type of
career assistance freshmen and sophomores seek is early academic and career exploration and
decision-making. At BYU, the University Advisement Center takes the lead in providing
academic and career development supports to underclassmen through counseling appointments
and a student development course. Student appointments in career services in 2020 were
primarily comprised of resume reviews, career counseling, help with interviewing, assistance
with an internship or job search, and help with graduate school preparation (BYU, 2022). While
some freshmen and sophomores seek this assistance early in their academic career, most students
utilize these services when they are looking for internships and employment, which happens
primarily in their junior or senior year.
College Grades
Ninety-three percent of the respondents to this survey indicated a university GPA at a B
or higher, which is representative of the academic achievements of the BYU student population.
For example, BYU reports impressive academic profiles each year for the incoming freshman
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class: the middle 50% average ACT score as 28-32 and the middle 50% high school GPA as 3.86
– 4.0 (BYU, 2022). The college grade responses to this survey are normal for this high academic
achieving student body.
Race
BYU reports campus undergraduate student ethnicities as follows: Caucasian, 81%;
Hispanic, 7%; Multi-ethnic, 4%; Black, 3% Asian/Pacific Islander, 3%; American Indian, <1%;
and Other, 4% (BYU, 2022). The responses to this survey are slightly over-represented for
Caucasian (84%) and Asian/Pacific Islander (6%), and slightly under-represented for Hispanic
(4%).
Because survey responses were too low in some categories to provide meaningful
calculations, the initial approach was to combine categories. Of the 10 respondents who selected
the “Other” category, six indicated they were bi-racial or multi-racial; two indicated “American;”
one indicated “we are all God’s children,” and one had no response. The latter four responses
were moved to “Prefer not to respond,” bringing the total in this category to 14. The six
respondents who indicated bi-racial or multi-racial were combined with the “multi-ethnic”
category, increasing the total in this category from 24 to 30 respondents. Three responses for
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander were combined with Asian/Asian American and the category
was renamed as Asian/Pacific Islander, with a new total of 49 respondents. The three African
American/Black responses were combined with American Indian/Alaskan Native into a newly
named category totaling nine responses. Statistical models with each race category resulted with
a lack of significant and meaningful variability between each race category and the model
variables, so all non-white racial categories were combined into one to create a new non-white

85
category variable. The non-white race category was used in the final model produced. Table B5
shows the adjusted race categories and their corresponding numbers and percentages.
Table B5
Adjusted Student Race Categories
Student demographic category
Asian/Pacific Islander
African Am./Black/Am. Indian/Alaskan Native
Latino/Hispanic
Multiethnic
Prefer not to respond
White
Non-white

Number of Students
49
9
36
30
14
730
124

Percentagea
6%
1%
4%
3%
2%
84%
14%

Note. aPercentage calculated with total of 868 respondents on the race survey question. bThe nonwhite category is the combined total of Asian/Pacific Islander, African Am./Black/Am.
Indian/Alaskan Native, Latino/Hispanic, and Multi-ethnic.
Data Preparation
The thriving survey was open for three weeks. Once the survey was closed, the data were
downloaded from the Qualtrics online platform into a .csv file and imported into SPSS. Several
variables were reverse coded to have a consistent scale with the other thriving variables. Dummy
variables were created for demographic categories of interest for this study, as shown in Table
B6. Missing data were recoded with a value of -999.
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Table B6
Thriving Quotient Variable Coding
New Variables
Social Connectedness variables
Other people seem to make friends more easily than I do.
I don’t have as many close friends as I wish I had.
I often feel lonely because I have few close friends.
It’s hard to make friends on this campus.
I would choose a different university to attend.
College grades reversed scored due to researcher error.
Created grad school variable for responses 4 and above.
Created a composite career services frequency variablea

Survey Variable

New Variable

SC1
SC3
SC5N
SC6
CHOOSE
COLGRDS
-

SC1_R
SC3_R
SC5N_R
SC6_R
CHOOSE_R
COLGRDS_R
GRDSCHL
CS_FREQ

Dummy Variables
Female
First Generation
Senior Class Level
Non-White Race

FEMALE
FIRSTGEN
LEVL_SR
RACE_NOWH

Note. aCareer frequency composite variable combined frequency responses to the following: met
a career director; met a career mentor; attended a workshop; enrolled in a class; accessed online
resources; attended a fair; attended an information session.
The data were evaluated in SPSS on several dimensions to determine sufficiency for
structural equation modeling (SEM). The total of 952 responses and 874 complete responses
provided a near 10:1 ratio of responders per item. The data were continuous and comprised of
items with Likert-scaled responses. Histograms revealed no floor or ceiling effects. The bivariate
correlations showed significant correlations with the seven career items created for the career
services engagement variable; six had values >.90 and they were within .15 of each other. The
career engagement items were retained at this stage because they were based on frameworks
taken from the literature. No issues with linearity were discovered through spot checks of the
data. A data file was prepared and imported into a statistical modeling program, Mplus.
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Structural Equation Modeling and Definitions
The hypothesized thriving model was based on previous thriving research using structural
equation modeling (SEM). SEM confirms the relationships among observed and latent variables
within theoretical models (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). A latent variable is a construct which is
comprised of a set of observed variables. Latent variables are represented in SEM diagrams as
ovals and observed variables are represented as squares. The arrows in the diagram represent
regression relationships between variables.
The degree to which the observed variables are a consistent and reliable measure of the
construct is demonstrated through a coefficient alpha also known as Cronbach’s alpha. The
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient normally ranges between 0 and 1, with greater internal
consistency of the observed variables as the value approaches 1 (George & Mallery, 2003).
Consistency interpretations in this study were based on the following scale: > .9 (Excellent), > .8
(Good), > .7 (Acceptable), > .6 (Questionable), >.5 (Poor) and < .5 (Unacceptable). Factor
loadings reflect the correlational relationship between the observed variables and the latent
construct. Factor loadings can also be described as standardized regression coefficients or
regression weights (Cohen, 1988). Factor loading strength in this study was based on the
following guidelines: r < .1 (Little); .1 < r < .3 (Weak); .3 < r < .5 (Moderate); .5 < r (Strong).
Model fit was evaluated by using four fit indices: the root-mean-square error of
approximation (RMSEA), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), the comparative fit index (CFI), and
standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR). RMSEA accounts for the degrees of freedom,
sample size, and model complexity and provides a measure of close fit when the value is <.05
(Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). A value of SRMR is considered good fit if < .08 (Hu &
Bentler, 1999). TLI and CFI may be used to compare models or compare a proposed model with
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a null model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). An acceptable baseline for TLI and CFI is >.90, but
Hu and Bentler (1999) recommended raising the minimum threshold of .95 (Wang & Wang,
2019). For this study, the threshold SEM model indices used are: RMSEA < .05; SRMR <.08;
TLI and CFI > .95.
Thriving as a First-Order, Latent Variable
In previous SEM studies, thriving was established as a second order, latent variable
comprised of five, first order latent variables: engaged learning, academic determination, diverse
citizenship, positive perspective, and social connectedness (Schreiner, 2016). Confirmatory
factor analysis in Mplus revealed the data in this study did have good fit for thriving as a second
order, latent construct. However, two other recent studies found good fit for thriving as a first
order, latent construct by utilizing the means of the five thriving domains as factor scales
(Keetch, 2021; Slater, 2019). The differences in factor loadings between the two models were
negligible and only a one small but significant direct pathway to thriving emerged for the latent
variable psychological sense of community. The differences in factor loadings and coefficients
between the two models were negligible and only one small but significant direct pathway to
thriving emerged for the latent variable psychological sense of community in the non-means
model. The overall contribution to thriving from psychological sense of community did not
change between the two models, so the model using means was utilized for convenience. The
means of the five thriving domains in this study produced strong standardized factor loadings
and acceptable internal consistency (χ2 (4) = 38.638; p < 001; CFI = .967; TLI = .917; RMSEA =
.097; SRMR = .030). See Figure B1 and Table B7 for summary descriptions of the means. The
mean factor scales for the five thriving domains produced strong standardized factor loadings
and acceptable internal consistency (α = .743).
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Figure B1
Final CFA for Thriving as a First-Order Latent Variable

Table B7
Thriving as a First-Order Latent Variable
Factor and Survey Itemsa
Thriving

Factor Loadings

Engaged Learning mean
Active participation in the learning process; connects
current learning with pervious knowledge and future goals

.601

Academic Determination mean
Investment and regulation of effort, time, resources, and
strengths toward achieving educational goals

.707

Diverse Citizenship mean
Engagement with the world; openness to diversity and a
desire to make a difference

.628

Positive Perspective mean
Realistic optimism, positive emotions; able to envision
future success; understand and apply personal strengths

.656

Social Connectedness mean
Health interactions with others; perceive relationships as
supportive

.492

Internal Consistency
.743

Note. aSix-point scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree.
Thriving quotient scores were calculated in SPSS to examine differences in thriving by
student demographic characteristics. The thriving quotient score for the entire sample was
estimated by computing an overall mean of the 24 items which comprise the five domain
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variables. The overall thriving quotient mean for the sample was 4.496 (SD = .5521), which
reflected a combined rating of thriving precisely between “4 = somewhat agree” and “5 =
agree.”
Thriving quotient scores were calculated for students by first generation status, gender,
and race and were compared within each demographic group through independent sample t-tests.
One-way ANOVA tests provided a comparison of thriving quotients by class level and for
college grades, as shown in Table B8.
Table B8
Thriving Quotient Scores by Student Demographics
Thriving Factors
Overall Thriving quotient mean

N
917

Meana
4.496

Std. dev.
.5521

First generation students
Non-first generation students

62
812

4.491
4.508

.6699
.5410

Gender
Male
Female

349
525

4.441
4.527*

.5816
.5269

Race
White students
Non-white students

730
124

4.491
4.516

.5352
.6110

Class Level
Seniors
Graduate students
Juniors
Sophomores
Freshmen

436
90
209
113
26

4.543
4.578***
4.434
4.347***
4.444

.5290
.5959
.5290
.5578
.5942

College Grads
Mostly A’s
Mostly A’s and B’s
Mostly B’s
Mostly B’s and C’s
Mostly C’s
Below a C average

393
329
90
43
2
2

4.599
4.481***
4.318***
4.083***
4.011***
4.833

.4955
.5401
.5681
.7138
.5766
.4478

Note. aSix-point scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Career Services Engagement Variable
An exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the career services engagement
variable, comprised of seven items designed to capture dimensions of the interaction: the
practitioner’s competency; the practitioner provided helpful information; the practitioner showed
concern; the practitioner helped the student achieve goals; the practitioner helped the student
understand next steps; the practitioner increased student feeling supported at the institution; and
student satisfaction with career services. Eigenvalues affirmed a 1-factor model with good model
fit (χ2 (21) = 10424.816; p < 001; CFI = .952; TLI = .928; SRMR = .015) and convergent validity
for factors correlated at a level >.90. Satisfaction with career services was not retained as part of
the career services engagement latent variable as it had a factor value of .475, below the
acceptable range with the other six items with factor values >.90. Instead, satisfaction with career
services was utilized as an independent variable in the study.
A confirmatory factor analysis for the career engagement variable produced strong
standardized factor loadings and excellent internal consistency (χ2 (9) = 467.429; p < 001; CFI =
.955; TLI = .925; RMSEA = .240; SRMR = .001; α = .985; see Figure B2). Specific modification
indices were utilized to improve reliability and reduce redundancy by correlating the error terms.
The correlations were justifiable; the error term for student perceptions of the career
practitioner’s competency correlated with the terms for a student’s perception of receiving
helpful information and experiencing a positive relationship. Error terms for student
experiencing a positive relationship and perception of the practitioner’s investment in their
success were likewise correlated. The final model for the career services engagement variable is
shown in Figure B2.
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Figure B2
CFA for Career Services Engagement Latent Variable

Confirmatory factor analysis revealed strong standardized factor loadings and acceptable
to excellent internal consistencies for each of the theorized latent variables in the thriving model
(see Table 16). Factor loadings for spirituality ranged from 0.872 to 0.942, with excellent
internal consistency (α = 0.936). Sense of community had factor loadings between 0.668 to 0.818
with good internal consistency (α = 0.848). The factor loadings for institutional integrity ranged
from 0.715 to 0.884 and had good internal consistency (α = 0.844). Campus involvement had
factor loadings of 0.825 and 0.856 with good internal consistency (α = 0.827). The factor
loadings for faculty satisfaction were 0.723 and 0.850 with acceptable internal consistency (α =
0.763). Faculty with diverse perspectives had factor loadings between 0.779 to 0.863 with good
internal consistency (α = 0.867). See Table B9 for a listing of latent pathway variables and factor
loadings.
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Table B9
Pathway Variables as First-Order Latent Variables
Factor and Survey Itemsa
Spirituality
SPIR1
SPIR2N
SPIR3
Psychological Sense of Community
PSC1
PSC2
PSC4
PSC5
Institutional Integrity
INTGRTY1
INTGRTY2
INTGRTY3
Campus Involvement
CAMPORGS
CAMPACT
Faculty Satisfaction
FACINT
FACSAT
Faculty with Diverse Perspectives
FACDIV
DIVDISC
DIVPERSP

Factor Loadings
.909
.942
.872
.795
.750
.818
.668
.884
.801
.715
.856
.825
.723
.850
.779
.863
.848

Internal
Consistency
0.936

0.848

0.844

0.827
0.763
0.867

Note. aSix-point scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree.
Model Testing
The hypothesized model utilized the thriving construct, pathway variables, and the career
services variables based on the research questions:
1. Does student experience with career services have a direct pathway to student
thriving?
2. What relationships exist between student experience with career services and other
thriving pathway variables?
3. Does student experience with career services and thriving levels vary by student
characteristics such as college grades, first-generation status, gender, class level, and
race. See the hypothesized SEM model in Figure B3.
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Figure B3
Hypothesized Structural Equation Model of Career Services and Thriving

The model was confirmed by adding one variable at a time and retaining relationships
between variables with significant results. The model verification process was as follows: a
variable was tested by expressing correlational paths from the newly introduced variable to each
of the other variables in the model. Non-standardized results were examined and only variables
with significant correlations (p < .05) were retained. The variable was examined in reverse order
with the variables for which there were significant correlations. The strongest correlation
determined the direction of the relationship between the correlated variables. The model was run
again to confirm each relationship in the model was significant. Once this process was completed
for a variable, a new variable was added and tested accordingly.
The model tested the hypothesized questions from the career services engagement
variable (CS_QUAL) to thriving and the pathway variables which had been confirmed in this
and previous studies: spirituality (SPIR), psychological sense of community (PCS), institutional
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integrity (INTEGRTY), campus involvement (CAMPUS), faculty with diverse perspectives
(FAC_DIV), faculty satisfaction (FAC_SAT), and major certainty (MJR_SRE). Pathways from
the student demographic variables to the career services engagement variable tested the
hypothesized relationship between these student groups and career services engagement and
thriving.
The significance of the career services engagement variable with thriving and other
variables diminished or disappeared as each thriving pathway variable was introduced. Two
other career services variables were added to the model: frequency of interaction with career
services (CS_FREQ) and satisfaction with career services (CS_SAT). Small but significant
correlational relationships emerged from the student demographic variables with the career
services frequency variable, which did not exist with the quality of engagement variable.
Relationships between satisfaction with career services and other thriving pathway variables
emerged. A primary pathway of the career services variables became evident from the student
demographic variables: first to frequency of engagement, to quality of engagement, to
satisfaction, and then to other variables in the model. The three career services variables
provided a more complete representation of interactions with career services than only including
the quality of experience variable.
Once each of the hypothesized variables were added to the model and significant
correlations retained, justifiable modification indices were used to improve the variation in the
model. In addition to the correlated error terms previously discussed for the quality of career
services engagement variable, the error term for the engaged learning mean was correlated with
the error term for the academic determination mean. This was consistent with correlations in two
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other recent thriving studies (Keetch, 2021; Slater, 2019). The student demographic variables
were also correlated in the model.
Final Structural Equation Model for Career Services and Thriving
The final structural equation model explained 72.1% of the total variance of student
thriving with excellent model fit (χ2 (583) = 1475.376; p < 001; CFI = .953; TLI = .947; RMSEA
= .041; SRMR = .044; see Figure B4).
Figure B4
Final Structural Equation Model of Career Services and Thriving

The direct, indirect, and total effects of the career services variables, pathway variables,
and student characteristics variables on Thriving were calculated in Mplus (see Table B10).
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Table B10
Standardized Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects on Thriving
Item
Career Services Effect on Thriving
Career Services Satisfaction
Career Services Engagement (quality)
Career Services Frequency of Interaction

Variable Name

Direct

CS_SAT
CS_QUAL
CS_FREQ

Pathway Effects on Thriving
Psychological Sense of Community
Major Certainty
Spirituality
Faculty with Diverse Perspectives
Institutional Integrity
Faculty Satisfaction (quant. & qual.)
Campus Involvement
Faculty Interaction (type & method)

PSC
MJR_SRE
SPIR
FAC_DIV
INTEGRITY
FAC_SAT
CAMPUS
FAC_INT

Student Characteristics Effect on Thriving
College Grades
Class Level – Senior
Non-white students
First Generation students
Female students

COLGRDS
LEVEL_SR
RACE_NONWH
FIRSTGEN
FEMALE

.314***
.389***
.226***
.168***
.127***

.097***
.082***
.014***
.013
.002

Indirect

Total

.296***
.136***
.108***

.296
.136
.108

.426***
.112***

.426
.426
.389
.318
.226
.221
.127
.117

.318***
.053
.117***
.208***
.072***

.305
.154
.014
.013
.002

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
A comparison of the fit indices between the final model was compared to the fit indices
of a comparable model without the career services variables. The fit indices for the model with
the career services variables (see Table B11) and fit indices for the model without these variables
(see Table B12) indicated marginal differences, but the fit statistics were slightly better for the
model with the career services variables (see Table B11).
Table B11
SEM Fit Indices With Career Services Variables
Chi-squared
χ2 (583) = 1475.376, p < 001

CFI
.953

TLI
.947

RMSEA
.041

SRMR
.044
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Table B12
SEM Fit Indices Without Career Services Variables
Chi-squared
χ2 (349) = 1109.608, p < 001

CFI
.952

TLI
.914

RMSEA
.049

SRMR
.054

The contribution to the variance of thriving for the final model was compared to the
variance in a similar model without the career services variables by looking at the R-square
values (see Table B13). Every variable was significant (p < .001) across both models, except for
two noted faculty variables in the model without career services variables. The significance for
the two faculty variables went to p < .001 in the model with career services. The difference
between the two models is minute, however, the model with the career services variables
improved the estimates on every variable but one faculty variable (FACINT). Several variables
increased in R-square value with the career services variables in the model: student perception of
faculty with diverse perspectives (FAC_DIV1), increased from .023 to .167; satisfaction with
faculty (FAC_SATL), increased .480 to .543; major certainty (MJR_SRE) increased .076 to
.136; involvement in campus organizations (CAMPUS) increased .156 to .210; and involvement
in campus activities (CAMPACT) increased .681 to .738. Each of the thriving domain variables
increased slightly with the model including the career services variables. The career services
variables contribute an almost 1% increase to the overall variance in thriving, from .712 to .721.
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Table B13
R-Squared Values With/Without Career Services Variables

Observed Variables
EL_mean
AD_mean
DC_mean
POS_mean
SC_mean
CAMPORGS
CAMPACT
FACINT
FACSAT
FACDIV
DIVDISC
INTGRTY1
INTGRTY2
INTGRTY3
PSC1
PSC2
PSC4
PSC5
SPIR1
SPIR2N
SPIR3
FAC_INT
MJR_SRE
Latent Variables
CAMPUS
INTGRITY
PSC
SPIR
FAC_DIV1
FAC_SATL
TQ

Without Career
Estimate

Variables S.E.

With Career
Estimate

Variables S.E.

.356
.493
.385
.422
.235
.675
.681
.537
.689
.606
.739
.780
.636
.506
.627
.556
.666
.442
.825
.887
.759
.024
.076

.040
.042
.036
.034
.032
.055
.048
.036
.041
.036
.031
.028
.032
.038
.029
.029
.025
.030
.020
.016
.023
.010
.019

.362
.499
.395
.430
.242
.733
.738
.523
.722
.606
.746
.782
.641
.511
.632
.562
.669
.446
.826
.888
.760
.048*
.136

.040
.041
.037
.034
.032
.051
.056
.034
.039
.036
.030
.028
.032
.038
.029
.029
.025
.030
.020
.016
.023
.014
.022

.156
.704
.338
.397
.023
.480
.712

.027
.030
.036
.039
.011
.044
.030

.210
.707
.357
.402
.167*
.543
.721

.029
.030
.036
.039
.028
.039
.030

Note. All variables are significant at p < .001 except where noted. *p < .05.
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